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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
Pursuant to  the  i n i t i a t i v e  o f  the  Reagan a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  the  U.S. 
Congress passed l e g i s l a t i o n  a l low ing  s t a t e s  to  assume from the  fe d e ra l  
government the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  a d m in i s t e r  a v a r i e t y  o f  block g ra n t  
p rogram s .1 The Montana L e g i s l a t u r e  convened in s p e c i a l  s e s s i o n  dur ing  
November, 1981, and a u th o r iz e d  Governor Ted Schwinden to  a d m i n i s t e r  the  
"Small C i t i e s "  Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program.
The purpose o f  t h i s  p r o f e s s io n a l  paper  i s  to  de te rm ine  whether  a 
change from fe d e ra l  to  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  has made a d i f f e r e n c e  in 
terms o f  the  d e c i s io n a l  process  and c r i t e r i a  r e g a rd in g  who r e c e iv e s  
b e n e f i t s  from the  CDBG program. As such ,  the  focus  o f  the  paper  w i l l  be 
developed w i th in  the  c o n tex t  of  f e d e r a l i s m .  The r e s e a r c h  approach w i l l  
be a case  s tudy o f  one s t a t e ' s  expec ted  e x p e r ien c e  with  one program.
The fe d e ra l  and s t a t e  programs w i l l  be d e s c r i b e d ,  compared, and 
ana lyzed .  P r o j e c t i o n s  f o r  a n t i c i p a t e d  funding outcomes under the  s t a t e  
program w i l l  be based on d i f f e r e n c e s  between th e  f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  
program c r i t e r i a  and d e c i s io n  making procedures  which may i n f l u e n c e  the  
outcomes.  The s tudy w i l l  be p r e d i c t i v e  in  the  sense  t h a t  Montana has 
no t  y e t  made d e c i s io n s  on which communities w i l l  r e c e iv e  fund ing .
THEORY OF FEDERALISM
E la z a r ,  S a f i r e ,  and S c h a t t s c h n e id e r  have exp lo red  the  idea  t h a t
t r a n s f e r  of  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  from the  f e d e ra l  to  s t a t e  l e v e l  o f  government
may make a d i f f e r e n c e  in  terms o f  who i s  l i k e l y  to  r e c e iv e  b e n e f i t s  from 
2
programs. They have s tu d ied  the  im p l i c a t i o n s  o f  f e d e r a l i s m  and reached 
conclus ions  about what may occur  under  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  I t  i s
2
useful to examine the theory of federalism and the work of these authors 
because it can provide insight on what is likely to happen under 
Montana's administration of the CDBG program.
Elazar builds a case to demonstrate that states can do as well as
the federal government in program administration. He notes that states
are as administratively competent for several reasons. Studies have
shown that there are no substantial differences between state and
federal bureaucrats in regard to background, capability, or dedication
to their programs. Also, states have become more sophisticated as a
result of growth in population, complexity, and both human and material
resources. He further documents his argument by noting that state
governments are more accessible to their constituency and more sensitive
to local differences. Therefore, they are better equipped to find
better ways to achieve the goals embodied in policies to be pursued. In
4short, "No government has a monopoly on efficiency or inefficiency."
Of particular interest to this paper is his conviction that states are 
at least as likely as the federal government to get the money to 
clientele and areas that need it the most. This paper will focus on 
differences in federal and state criteria for ranking competing CDBG 
applications and awarding grants. It will address structural biases in 
both programs to determine if the state is as likely as the federal 
government to fund the most needy.
Safi re argues that while President Nixon's theory of new federalism 
promoted dispersing power and returning it to the people, in practice it 
had negative consequences. Citing instances of corruption and
3
incom pe ten t  and u n f a i r  lo c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  he c o n c lu d e s  t h a t  th e
5
government which i s  c l o s e s t  t o  p eop le  i s  n o t  always  t h e  b e s t .
S c h a t t s c h n e i d e r  a l s o  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  i s  l i k e l y  
to  be d e t r i m e n t a l  t o  t h e  most needy segments o f  s o c i e t y .  He a s s e r t s  
t h a t  s t a t e s  engage in  p r o c e s s e s  d e s ig n e d  to  e x c lu d e  c i t i z e n s  from 
meaningful  in vo lvem ent  in  d e c i s i o n  making ,  t h e r e b y  e x c l u d i n g  o p p o s i t i o n .  
As a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  p r o c e s s ,  b e n e f i t  i s  d i r e c t e d  toward th e  s e l e c t  few 
who a r e  a l lowed  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  As a r e s u l t ,  fu n d in g  b i a s e s  a r e  toward 
o rg a n iz e d  groups  w i th  a b u s in e s s  and upper  c l a s s  o r i e n t a t i o n .
This  paper  w i l l  e x p l o r e  t h e  p r o c e s s  u n d e r t a k e n  by t h e  S t a t e  o f  
Montana a f t e r  i t  ag reed  to  assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  CDBG program 
and d e s ig n  a new program, i n c l u d i n g  p o l i c i e s ,  d e c i s i o n  making p r o c e s s e s ,  
and c r i t e r i a  on which to  base fund ing  d e c i s i o n s .  A p p l i c a t i o n  
r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  and rev ie w  p r o c e s s e s  w i l l  be 
ana lyzed  to  de te rm in e  to  what e x t e n t  th e y  a r e  l i k e l y  to  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  
fo r thcom ing  fund ing  d e c i s i o n s .  The a n a l y s i s  w i l l  r e v e a l  w he the r  t h e  
arguments o f  E l a z a r  o r  o f  S a f i r e  and S c h a t t s c h n e i d e r  a r e  bo rne o u t  in  
th e  c a s e  o f  the  Montana e x p e r i e n c e  w i th  t h e  CDBG program.
FEDERAL CDBG PROGRAM 
The U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development (HUD) i s  th e  
f e d e r a l  agency which has been r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  CDBG program. The 
r e g io n a l  o f f i c e  l o c a t e d  in  Denver,  C o lo rado ,  has worked d i r e c t l y  w i th  
Montana and n e ig h b o r in g  s t a t e s , 7 The CDBG program i s  HUD's p r i n c i p a l  
e f f o r t  to  a s s i s t  l o c a l  governments in  a d d r e s s i n g  t h e i r  m a jo r  community
O
development prob lems .  I t  was c r e a t e d  by T i t l e  1 o f  +he Housing and
4
Community Development Act o f  1974 and became e f f e c t i v e  January 1, 1975. 
The 1974 Act consol idated a number o f  programs which had been ava i lab le  
to ass is t  communities, inc lud ing urban renev/al and Model C i t ie s .  The 
CDBG program " . . .  provided f o r  more federal involvement than a
9
"revenue sharing" program but less than previous categor ica l  programs.
The primary ob jec t ive  o f  the Act i s ,  "the development o f  v iab le  
communities by prov id ing decent housing and a su i tab le  l i v i n g  
environment and by expanding economic o p p o r tu n i t ie s ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  f o r  
persons o f  low and moderate income."1^ A more e x p l i c i t  statement o f  
th is  purpose is found in the Act 's  section on goals:
1. support r e a l i s t i c  and a t ta inab le  s t ra teg ies  f o r  expanding low 
and moderate income housing oppo r tun i t ie s ;
2. promote expansion o f  housing choice f o r  low and moderate 
income fam i l ies  outside areas o f  m ino r i ty  and low and moderate 
income concentrat ions or  in r e v i t a l i z i n g  neighborhoods;
3. promote more ra t iona l  land use;
4. provide increased economic oppor tun i t ies  f o r  low and moderate 
income persons; and
5. correct  de f ic ienc ies  in publ ic  f a c i l i t i e s  which a f f e c t  the 
publ ic  health or sa fe ty ,  espec ia l ly  o f  low and moderate income 
persons.
"Low and moderate income" is  defined ?s 80 percent or  less than the 
median household income in the j u r i s d i c t i o n .
The three major components o f  the federal CDBG program are t.he 
Small C i t ies  Program, the Enti t lement Program, and the Secretary 's  
Discret ionary Fund. This paper w i l l  cover Small C i t ie s  on ly as th a t  is  
the program the sta te has assumed. Small C i t ies  serves communities wi th  
less than 50,000 persons. HUD retained re s p o n s ib i l i t y  f o r  the
5
Entitlement Program, which serves communities o f  50,000 o r more persons
and includes B i l l in g s  and Great F a l ls .  The Secre tary 's  D iscre tionary
Fund in pa rt provides assistance to Indian t r ib e s  in  Montana and the
other s ta tes. The D iscretionary Fund w i l l  also continue to be
12administered d i r e c t ly  by HUD.
Applications submitted by communities to HUD were rated and scored 
against each o f  the fo llow ing  fa c to rs .  The same fac to rs  were used to 
rank app lica tions intended to solve serious problems in  economic 
cond it ions, housing, or pub lic  f a c i l i t i e s :
1. need as measured by absolute number and percent o f  poverty 
persons;
2. program impact;
3. be ne f it  to  low and moderate income persons;
4. performance in  housing and equal opportun ity  e f f o r t s ;
5. s ta te 's  ra t in g ;
6. energy conservation or production; and
137. in te ra c t io n  w ith other federal programs.
Requirements o f  the federal program w i l l  be presented in  d e ta i l  in 
Chapter I I .  The focus w i l l  be on the ra t in g  c r i t e r ia  ra th e r than actual 
grant awards. This w i l l  lay the groundwork fo r  comparison w ith  the 
ra t in g  c r i t e r ia  o f  the state program.
NEW FEDERALISM
E ffo r ts  o f the Reagan adm in is tra tion  to implement the New 
Federalism include providing states w ith the opportun ity  to administer 
programs which heretofor had been the exclusive domain o f  the federal 
government. The Small C it ies  CDBG program is  one program which states
6
may now administer. Altogether, thirty-six states including Montana 
made the commitment to administer the Small Cities program for federal 
fiscal year 1982.14
MONTANA'S CDBG PROGRAM
During the summer of 1981, Montana was made aware of the 
opportunity to assume responsibility for administration of the Small 
Cities CDBG program. Governor Schwinden sought statewide comment on 
which to base his decision by having state officials conduct briefing 
sessions in ten communities during September, 1981. After receiving 
positive response, he requested and received authorization from the 
state legislature in November, 1981, for the Montana Department of 
Commerce (DOC) to administer the CDBG program.
In December, 1981, DOC Director Gary Buchanan appointed a 14-member 
CDBG task force to advise the Department in the development of Montana's 
program. They met four times with Commerce staff during the months of 
January through April, 1982, to prepare a recommended program design.
The draft program description included objectives, policies, procedures, 
and framework for rating applications. Public reaction was solicited at 
six public meetings conducted across the state in March and April, 1982, 
by the task force and DOC. Comments were incorporated into a final 
draft program description. Two public hearings were held in May, 1982, 
to provide a final opportunity to comment before adoption of the program 
description. The final document, entitled Montana's Community 
Development Block Grant Program, was published in June, 1982.
DOC conducted a workshop on June 30, 1982, to familiarize 
interested communities with the new state program requirements and
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a p p l i c a t i o n  p ro c e s s .  A p p l i c a t io n  forms and t h e  program d e s c r i p t i o n  were 
s e n t  to  every  county  and i n c o rp o ra t e d  c i t y  and town in  Montana.
September 1 ,  1982, was the  d e a d l i n e  f o r  su b m i t ta l  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s  to  
Commerce. A p p l i c a t io n s  w i l l  be reviewed d u r ing  th e  f a l l  and r a t e d  
accord ing  to  the  new s t a t e  r ank ing  c r i t e r i a .  Funding d e c i s i o n s  a r e  
expec ted  to  be announced by DOC in November, 1982,
METHODOLOGY
The r e s e a rc h  approach w i l l  be a case  s tudy  o f  one s t a t e ' s  expec ted  
e x p e r ien ce  with one program. The case  s tudy  w i l l  d e s c r i b e  Montana 's  
d e c i s io n  to  assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  th e  program and fo r m u la t e  new 
c r i t e r i a  f o r  rank ing  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and awarding fu n d s .  The s t a t e  and 
f e d e ra l  program c r i t e r i a  w i l l  be compared. The compar ison w i l l  ad d re s s  
d i f f e r e n c e s  in who in f l u e n c e s  d e c i s i o n  making and th e  ty p es  o f  
in fo rm at ion  the  a p p l i c a n t s  must subm it .  Probable  outcomes under  th e  new 
s t a t e  program w i l l  be an a lyzed .  The q u e s t i o n  o f  whether  a change from 
f e d e r a l  to  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  makes a d i f f e r e n c e  in  terms o f  who 
r e c e i v e s  b e n e f i t s  can th e reb y  be a d d re s sed .
The p a r t i c i p a n t - o b s e r v e r  t e ch n iq u e  was used . I t  has been made 
p o s s i b l e  th rough employment as a DOC s t a f f  member working w i th  the  CDBG 
program s ince  October 1,  1981. F i r s t - h a n d  o b s e r v a t io n  and d i r e c t  
involvement a r e  two s t r e n g t h s  o f  the  t e c h n iq u e .  D e ta i l e d  n o te s  taken  
th roughou t  the  process  se rve  to  document meet ings  and in t e r v i e w s  with  
o t h e r  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  D i r e c t  c o n t a c t  and working r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were 
e s t a b l i s h e d  with  key p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n c lu d in g :  DOC s t a f f ,  t a sk  fo r c e
members, i n t e r e s t e d  loca l  government and p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  HUD
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s t a f f ,  s t a f f  from o t h e r  agenc i e s  in Montana and o t h e r  s t a t e s ,  and 
c o n s u l t a n t s  who worked wi th DOC and the  t a s k  f o r c e .  Another  advantage  
was access  to p e r t i n e n t  documents i n c l ud i ng  CDBG f i l e s  and m a t e r i a l s  
from HUD and o t h e r  s t a t e s .
A l i m i t a t i o n  o f  the  case  s tudy  approach i s  t h a t  a s i n g l e  example 
cannot  be used to "prove" t h a t  s t a t e s  a re  f a i l u r e s  o r  s uccesses  in t h e i r  
e f f o r t s  t o  a d mi n i s t e r  former f e de ra l  programs.  Resu l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy  
cannot  be g en e r a l i z ed  to a l l  s t a t e s  o r  t o  o t h e r  programs,  but  t hey  can 
add to t he  r ecord .
L i mi t a t i ons  o f  the  p a r t i c i p a n t - o b s e r v e r  t e chn i que  i nc l ude  
s u s c e p t i b i l i t y  to i n a c c u r a t e  o r  s e l e c t i v e  o b s e r v a t i o n  and a tendency to 
r e l y  on deduct ion r a t h e r  than documentat ion when drawing c on c l u s i on s .
The r i s k s  can be overcome by d e l i b e r a t e  e f f o r t  t o  avoid  the  p i t f a l l s  and 
through c o n s u l t a t i o n  wi th the  p r o f e s s i o n a l  paper  committee and 
co - wor ke r s .
PROJECTED OUTCOMES
This s tudy wi l l  i nvolve  drawing comparisons between the  f e de ra l  and 
s t a t e  programs before  Montana makes i t s  funding d e c i s i o n s .  I t  assumes 
t h a t  the  amount o f  funding t h a t  t he  f e de ra l  government wi l l  make 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  the s t a t e  wi l l  remain c o n s t a n t  f o r  s eve ra l  y e a r s .  This 
assumpt ion recognizes  t h a t  r a d i c a l  changes in funding a v a i l a b i l i t y  could 
have a dramat ic  i n f l uence  on funding d e c i s i o n s  made by s t a t e s .  A 
l i m i t a t i o n  o f  the  p r e d i c t i v e  n a t u r e  o f  t he  s tudy  i s  t h a t  a c tua l  funding 
outcomes under  the  s t a t e  program may d e v i a t e  from the  p r o j e c t ed  
outcomes.  While i t  would be i n t e r e s t i n g  to e v a l u a t e  a c t ua l  outcomes,  i t  
i s  not  c r i t i c a l .  P o l i c i e s ,  dec i s i on  making p r oc edur e s ,  and funding
9
c r i t e r ia  established fo r  the s ta te  program are more im portant. 
Therefore, i t  is  possib le to determine whether a change from federa l to 
s ta te  adm in is tra t ion  has made a d i f fe re n ce  in  terms o f  the dec is iona l 
process and c r i t e r i a  regarding who receives b e n e f it  from the CDBG 
program.
10mnibus Budget R econc il ia t ion  Act o f  1981 (P.L. 97-35).
^Daniel J. E lazar, "The New Federalism: Can the States Be Trusted?" 
in C ap ito l,  Courthouse, and C ity  H a l l , 5th e d .,  ed. Robert L. Mori an 
(Boston: Houghton M i f f l i n  Co., 1977)“; W ill iam  Safi re ,  Before the F a l l :
An In s id e r 's  View o f  the Pre-Watergate White House (Garden C i ty ,  N .Y .: 
Doubleday & Co., In c . ,  1975; and E.E. SchattschrTeTder, The 
Semi-Sovereign People: A R e a l is t 's  View o f  Democracy in  America (New 
York: H o lt ,  Rinehart and Winston, i960).
3Elazar, pp. 23-27.
4 I b id . ,  p. 24.
5S a f ire ,  pp. 216-223.
6Schattschneider, pp. 8-31.
7Region V I I I  serves Montana, Wyoming, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Colorado, and Utah.
o
U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, S ix th  Annual 
Report: The Community Development Block Grant Program (HUD-CPD-312-4, 
Ju ly , 1981), p. 1 (he re a fte r c i te d  as HUD's S ixth Annual Report).
9
U.S. General Accounting O f f ic e ,  Comptroller General's Report to 
the Ranking M in o r ity  Member Committee on A ppropr ia t ions , United States 
Senate: The Community Development Block Grant Program Can be More
E ffec t ive  in R e v ita liz in g  the Nation 's C it ie s  (CED-81-76, A p r i l  30, 
1981), p.~3 (he rea fte r re fe rred  to as Comptroller General's Report).
^ T i t l e  1 o f the Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974 as 
amended through the Housing and Community Development Amendments o f  
1981, P.L. 97-35, Section 101 (c) .
n Small C it ie s  Program Regulations, 24 C.F.R. § 570.420 (1980).
12HUD's S ixth Annual Report, pp. 1-4.
10
^ S m a l l  C i t i e s  Program R e g u l a t i o n s ,  24 C. F. R.  ^ 570 . ^2 8  ( 19 8 0 ) .  
^COSCAA A c t i o n s :  C l e a r i n g h o u s e  R e p o r t s .  Vol .  IV #4 ,  Augus t  1982,
p.  1.
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CHAPTER I I  
FEDERAL CDBG PROGRAM 
The purpose o f  the Community Development Block Grant program is  to 
a ss is t  loca l governments in addressing t h e i r  community development 
problems. The ob jec t ive  is  to provide decent housing, a s u ita b le  l i v in g  
environment, and to expand economic op po rtu n it ie s  fo r  persons o f  low and 
moderate income. The Small C it ie s  program is  the federa l government's 
e f f o r t  to achieve the ob jec t ive  in  communities w ith  less than 50,000 
persons.
Small C it ie s  is  a U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development 
program. Although Montana and most o f  the o ther states have accepted 
the re s p o n s ib i l i ty  fo r  d i re c t  adm in is tra t ion  o f  the program, i t  is  an 
ongoing a lb e i t  modified federa l program and HUD continues to  play a very 
active  ro le .  This paper w i l l  examine the program as i t  ex is ted through 
the f in a l  year o f  exclusive federa l a d m in is tra t io n , f is c a l  year 1981.
The paper w i l l  also be concerned w ith  the program as i t  was administered 
by the regional o f f ic e  in  Denver. In th is  manner, the federa l program 
w i l l  be explained in the context o f  how i t  a ffec ted  Montana.
TYPES OF GRANTS 
HUD offered two types o f  Small C it ie s  grants to  Montana 
communities: s ing le  purpose and comprehensive. Single purpose grants 
were the basis fo r  Montana's 1982 CDBG program. Therefore, they w i l l  be 
explained in d e ta i l  and referenced throughout th is  chapter.
Single purpose grants addressed a serious problem in :
1. housing needs; or
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2. economic c o n d i t i o n s  which p r i n c i p a l l y  a f f e c t  persons  o f  low 
and moderate income; or
3. d e f i c i e n c i e s  in  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  which a f f e c t  th e  p u b l i c  
h e a l t h  and s a f e t y .
A maximum o f  $400,000 was awarded f o r  s i n g l e  purpose  g r a n t s  which were
g e n e r a l l y  expended in  18 months o r  l e s s .  Up to  50 p e r c e n t  o f  the  t o t a l
amount o f  Small C i t i e s  money a l l o c a t e d  to  Denver could  be used f o r
s i n g l e  purpose  g r a n t s .
Comprehensive g r a n t s  add ressed  community development needs  in  a t  
l e a s t  two o f  the  problem a r e a s  l i s t e d  above f o r  s i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s .  
Requests f o r  up to  $850,000 could be g ran ted  to  programs in v o lv in g  
s i n g l e - t i m e  fund ing .  P r o j e c t s  r e q u i r i n g  a t h r e e - y e a r  commitment could 
r e c e iv e  a maximum o f  $1 ,700 ,000 .  Up to  50 p e r c e n t  o f  Small C i t i e s  
funding was d e s ig n a te d  f o r  comprehensive  g r a n t s .
The fe d e ra l  program p e rm i t ted  sp e c ia l  funding  arrangem ents  f o r  
a p p l i c a n t s  o t h e r  than i n c o rp o ra t e d  c i t i e s  and towns.  A county  could  
apply  "in b e h a l f  o f "  an u n in c o rp o ra te d  community f o r  a program having 
county-wide b e n e f i t .  A j o i n t  a p p l i c a t i o n  could be subm it ted  when a 
problem a f f e c t e d  more than one lo c a l  government j u r i s d i c t i o n  and could 
only  be solved through mutual a c t i o n .
PREAPPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
Sing le  purpose g r a n t s  were av/arded as a r e s u l t  o f  an annual 
com pet i t ion  between communities which submit ted  a p p l i c a t i o n s  to  HUD in 
Denver. The demand f a r  exceeded a v a i l a b l e  funds .  For the  yea r s  
1978-1981, t h e r e  was only  enough money a v a i l a b l e  to  fund 30 p e r c e n t  o f  
the  t o t a l  amount r e q u e s te d .
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The compet i t i on  f o r  funding involved  a t wo- s t e p  p r o c e s s .  Each 
proposal  was f i r s t  submi t t ed  as a " p r e a p p l i c a t i o n . "  HUD e v a l u a t e d  each 
p r e a p p l i c a t i o n  and made t e n t a t i v e  awards t o  communit ies  wi th  t he  
t o p - r a t e d  p r o p o s a l s .  These communi t ies  were i n v i t e d  t o  submi t  a " f u l l  
a p p l i c a t i o n , "  which i nc l uded  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r ma t ion  and f i n a l  
a r rangements .
P r e a p p l i c a n t s  were r e q u i r e d  t o  submit  t h e  fo l l owi n g  in f o r ma t ion  
r e ga rd in g  the  proposed p r o j e c t :
1. amount o f  funding r e q u e s t e d ;
2.  whether  a hous ing ,  economic c o n d i t i o n s ,  o r  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s
problem would be a dd r e ss ed ;
3.  s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t i e s  and c o s t s  t h a t  would c o n s t i t u t e  t he  
o v e r a l l  p r o j e c t ;
4.  t he  l o c a t i o n  o f  proposed a c t i v i t i e s ,  as d e p i c t e d  on a Bureau 
o f  t he  Census enumerat ion d i s t r i c t  base map;
5. impact  and b e n e f i t  t he  program would have;  and
6.  how well  the  proposal  would respond t o  the  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a
i d e n t i f i e d  in the  fo l l owi ng  s e c t i o n ,  NATIONAL SELECTION 
SYSTEM.
Every p r e a p p l i c a n t  was a l s o  r e qu i r e d  t o  submit  genera l  i n fo r ma t ion  
on s t anda r d  f e de ra l  forms which summarized the  p r o j e c t ,  n o t i f i e d  the
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s t a t e  c l e a r i n g h o u s e ,  and documented c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and pub l i c  
h e a r i ng s .  A s t a t eme n t  o f  a s s u r an ce s  was r e q u i r e d  to  i n d i c a t e  knowledge 
o f  and w i l l i n g n e s s  to comply wi th a myriad o f  f e d e r a l  r equ i r e me nt s .  
Examples i nc luded f a i r  hous ing ,  equal  o p p o r t u n i t y ,  l a b o r ,  env i r onmen t a l ,  
h i s t o r i c  p r e s e r v a t i o n ,  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  f i n a n c i a l ,  and account ing  
r equ i r emen t s .  P r e a p p l i c a n t s  a l s o  provided census  da t a  which documented
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t h e  number  and p e r c e n t  o f  low and m o d e r a t e  i ncome and m i n o r i t y  p e r s o n s  
i n  t h e  c ommuni t y .  The c e n s u s  d a t a  wer e  e x p l a i n e d  i n  a n a r r a t i v e  form 
and wer e  d e p i c t e d  on e n u m e r a t i o n  d i s t r i c t  maos .
P r e a p p l i c a n t s  which had r e c e i v e d  CDBG f u n d i n g  d u r i n g  a n y  p r e v i o u s  
y e a r  were  r e q u i r e d  t o  mee t  two a d d i t i o n a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  S a t i s f a c t o r y  
p r ogr a m p e r f o r m a n c e  a s  m e a s u r e d  by amount  o f  f u n d i n g  e xp e n d e d  and 
p r o g r e s s  made t o w a r d  c o m p l e t i n g  p r o j e c t s  had t o  be  d e m o n s t r a t e d  t o  HUD. 
For  e x a m p l e ,  f i s c a l  y e a r  1930 r e c i p i e n t s  c o u l d  r o t  c ompe t e  f o r  f u n d i n g  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  y e a r  u n l e s s  t h e y  had o b l i g a t e d  a t  l e a s t  50 p e r c e n t  o f  
t h e i r  f u n d s  and e xp e n d e d  25 p e r c e n t .  A l s o ,  s a t i s f a c t o r y  p e r f o r m a n c e  was 
r e q u i r e d  in  m e e t i n g  n o a l s  f o r  h o u s i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  l ow and m o d e r a t e  
income p e r s o n s .  T h i s  r e q u i r e m e n t  was a s  c r i t i c a l  t o  ec onomi c  c o n d i t i o n s  
and p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  g r a n t s  a s  i t  was t o  h o u s i n g  g r a n t s .
Communi t i e s  were  f a m i l i a r i z e d  w i t h  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  
t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  and r e v i e w  p r o c e s s  t i m e  s c h e d u l e  d u r i n g  » 
p r e a p p l i c a t i o n  wor ks hop  s p o n s o r e d  by HUD onc e  a y e a r  i n  H e l e n a .  The 
wor kshop  was t h e  f i r s t  i n  t h e  s e r i e s  o f  e v e n t s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  T a b l e  1.
TABLE 1
FEDERAL APPLICATION SCHEDULE FOR FY 1981 
S t e p  i n  P r o c e s s  S c h e d u l e
1.  P r e a p p l i c a t i o n  Works hop ...................................................S e p t em b e r  17 ,  1930
2 .  P r e p a r a t i o n  o f  P r e a p p l i c a t i o n s  ................................  2 months
3.  D e a d l i n e  t o r  S u b m i t t a l ...................................................November  17 ,  1980
4 .  HUD R e v i e w ...............................................................................  2 months
5.  P r e a p p l i c a t i o n  Award Announc e men t  J a n u a r y  17,  1981
6.  P r e p a r a t i o n  o f  F i n a l  A p p l i c a t i o n  .........................  2 - 1 / 2  months
7.  A p p l i c a t i o n  Workshop ....................................................... F e b r u a r y  1 2 - 1 3 ,  1981
8 .  D e a d l i n e  f o r  S u b m i t t a l ................................................... A p r i l  1 ,  1931
9.  HUD R e v i e w ................................................................................  2 months
10.  F i na l  Award A n n o u n c e m e n t  J u n e  3 ,  1981
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Each y e a r ,  HUD n o t i f i e d  t h e  fo rm er  Montana Depar tm en t o f  Community 
A f f a i r s  (now DOC) o f  t h e  workshop d a t e .  Tha t  a g e n c y ,  in  c o o p e r a t i o n  
w i th  t h e  Montana League o f  C i t i e s  and Towns and t h e  Montana A s s o c i a t i o n  
o f  C o u n t i e s ,  s e n t  i n v i t a t i o n s  t o  l o c a l  governm en ts .
NATIONAL SELECTION SYSTEM 
At t h e  p r e a p p l i c a t i o n  workshop,  HUD s t a f f  e x p l a i n e d  in  d e t a i l  t h e  
components o f  th e  s e l e c t i o n  sy s tem .  The s u c c e s s  o f  each  a p p l i c a t i o n  in  
t h e  fun d in g  c o m p e t i t i o n  was d e t e rm in e d  by how w ell  i t  s c o r e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  
a l l  o t h e r  a p p l i c a t i o n s  on each  o f  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  l i s t e d  in  T ab le  
2 .  The same f a c t o r s  were used  t o  r a t e  a l l  t h r e e  t y p e s  o f  s i n g l e  p u rp o s e  
a p p l i c a t i o n s :  h o u s in g ,  pconomic c o n d i t i o n s ,  and p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s .
TABLE 2 
NATIONAL SELECTION SYSTEM
R at ing  F a c t o r  P o i n t s
Needs: Number o f  p o v e r t y  p e r s o n s  .................................................................... 75
P e r c e n t  o f  p o v e r t y  p e r s o n s ...................................................................  75
Program Impac t:  on h o u s in g ,  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s ,
o r  economic c o n d i t i o n s  .....................................................  400
B e n e f i t :  t o  low and modera te  income p e r s o n s ............................................ 200
Performance :  Housing ................................................................................................  85
Equal O p p o r t u n i t y ........................................................................  50
S t a t e ' s  R a t i n g ................................................................................................................... 25
Energy C o n s e rv a t io n  o r  P ro d u c t io n  ...................................................................  20
Other  Federal  P rog ram s ...............................................................................................  25
T ° t a l ...............................................................................................................................................................................................  9 5 5
SOURCE: Small C i t i e s  Program R e g u l a t i o n s ,  24 C.F.R.  S 570 .428  (1930 ) .
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P r e a p p l i c a t i o n s  which HUD determined to  have " s u b s t a n t i a l "  impact
on a r a t i n g  f a c t o r  r ece i ved  the  maximum number o f  p o i n t s  as  i n d i c a t e d  in
Table 2.  Fewer p o i n t s  were av/arded when impact  was judged to  be
"moderate" o r  "minimal ."  Zero p o i n t s  were a ss igne d  f o r  " i n s i g n i f i c a n t "
impact .  The fol lowing d i s c u s s i o n  o f  each r a t i n g  f a c t o r  i s  based on
mat e r i a l  conta ined  in the  a p p l i c a b l e  f e de ra l  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  t he  
4program.
Needs
Poin t s  earned f o r  t he  two needs f a c t o r s  were based on da t a  from the  
Bureau o f  the  Census and a ss igned  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  based on t h e  a p p l i c a n t ' s  
pover ty  r e l a t i v e  t o  the  o t h e r  a p p l i c a n t s .  A maximum o f  75 p o i n t s  could 
be earned f o r  the  number o f  persons  below t h e  p ove r t y  l e v e l ,  which was 
def ined as 60 pe rcen t  o r  l e s s  than the  median income in the  
j u r i s d i c t i o n .  The second needs f a c t o r  compared a p p l i c a n t s  in terms o f  
t he  percentage  o f  t h e i r  popu l a t i on  below the  p ove r t y  l eve l  and was a l s o  
worth a maximum o f  75 p o i n t s .
Program Impact
HUD acknowledged t h a t ,  "The impact  o f  t h e  proposed program i s  t he  
most s u b j e c t i v e  f a c t o r  in the  r a t i n g  sys t em."  Each p r o j e c t  was 
compared to o t h e r s  a ddre s s i ng  the  problem a r ea  o f  hous ing ,  p ub l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  o r  economic c o n d i t i o n s .  P r o j e c t s  were r a t e d  acco rd i ng  to 
the  measurable impact  they  would have on the  problem a rea  and the  
b e n e f i t  t hey would provide to low and moderate income pe r sons .  
Considera t ion was given t o :  r e s u l t s  in r e l a t i o n  to f und i ng ,  number o f
people b e n e f i t t i n g ,  a d d i t i o n a l  a c t i o n  needed to  r e s o l ve  f u l l y  t he  need,
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prev ious  a c t i o n  taken by th e  a p p l i c a n t ,  d i sp la ce m e n t  o f  pe rsons  o r  
b u s i n e s s e s ,  m i t i g a t i o n  o f  adverse  e f f e c t s ,  environmenta l  im p a c t s ,  and 
n a tu re  o f  th e  a c t i v i t y .  P r o j e c t s  having s u b s t a n t i a l  impact r e c e iv e d  400 
p o i n t s .  P r o j e c t s  having modera te ,  min imal,  o r  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  impact 
rece ived  200, 100, and zero  p o i n t s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .
B enef i t
The b e n e f i t  f a c t o r  was d e r iv ed  from a computa tion which i d e n t i f i e d  
pe rcen tage  o f  funds r eq u es ted  which b e n e f i t t e d  low and moderate  income 
p e rsons .  P r o j e c t s  ad d re s s in g  the  same problem a r e a - - h o u s i n g , p u b l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  o r  economic c o n d i t i o n s - - w e r e  compared in  te rms o f  the  
r e l a t i v e  p e rcen t  o f  funds which b e n e f i t t e d  low and modera te  income 
pe rsons .  A maximum o f  200 p o in t s  was awarded f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  f a c t o r .  
Performance
Housing performance was a composi te  o f  f i v e  f a c t o r s  which could  
earn a t o t a l  maximum o f  85 p o i n t s .  This f a c t o r  a p p l i e d  t o  a l l  t h r e e  
types  o f  p r e a p p l i c a t i o n s :  hous ing ,  economic c o n d i t i o n s ,  and p u b l i c
f a c i l i t i e s .  F i f t e e n  p o in t s  were awarded f o r  o u t s t a n d in g  performance in 
each o f  the  fo l lowing  t h r e e  c r i t e r i a :
1. p rov id ing  housing f o r  low and moderate  income f a m i l i e s ;
2. i n t e g r a t e d  occupancy by r a c e ,  e t h n i c i t y ,  and l o c a t i o n a l  
ch o ice ;  and
3. a c t i v e  enforcement  of  a f a i r  housing o r d in a n c e .
Twenty p o in t s  were awarded f o r  o u t s t a n d in g  performance in  each o f  
the  two remaining c r i t e r i a :
1. meeting l a rg e  family  housing needs ;  and
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2. c a r r y i n g  ou t  housing a s s i s t a n c e  goa l s  o r  meet ing a s i g n i f i c a n t  
p r o p o r t i o n  o f  housing needs .
Performance in equal  employment and e n t r e p r e n e u r i a l  e f f o r t s  
r ece i ved  a maximum t o t a l  o f  50 p o i n t s  f o r  t h r e e  f a c t o r s .  Twenty- f ive  
p o i n t s  were earned when the  pe rc en t a ge  o f  m i n o r i t y  permanent ,  f u l l - t i m e  
l oca l  government employees was g r e a t e r  than t h e  pe r ce n t a ge  o f  m i n o r i t i e s  
w i th i n  t h e  community.  Twenty p o i n t s  were ea r ned  when t he  l o ca l  
government met a t h r e s h o l d  f o r  awarding c o n t r a c t s  t o  m i n o r i t y  
b u s i n e s s e s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  f i v e  p o i n t s  were earned  f o r  d e p o s i t s  in a 
m i n or i t y  owned and c o n t r o l l e d  f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n .
S t a t e ' s  Rat ing
HUD con su l t ed  wi th s t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  w i th i n  depa r t men t s  o f  l oc a l  o r  
community a f f a i r s .  S t a t e s  could recommend award o f  a maximum o f  25 
p o i n t s  to each a p p l i c a n t .
Energy Conservat ion o r  Product ion
Twenty p o i n t s  were awarded to  each a p p l i c a n t  d emo ns t r a t i ng  t h a t  i t s  
program would promote energy c o n s e r v a t i o n  o r  s up po r t  energy  p r o d u c t i o n  
in the  j u r i s d i c t i o n .
Other  Federal  Programs
Twenty-f ive  p o i n t s  were awarded when proposed programs s uppor t ed  
o t h e r  f e de ra l  programs under t aken in t he  community o r  d e a l i n g  wi th  
adverse  impacts  o f  o t h e r  r e c e n t  f e d e r a l  a c t i o n s .
Total  Poin t s
The p o i n t s  r ece i ved  by each p r e a p p l i c a n t  on the  r a t i n g  f a c t o r s  were 
t o t a l l e d  and ranked.  I n v i t a t i o n s  f o r  f u l l  a p p l i c a t i o n s  were based on 
t h i s  ranking to t he  e x t e n t  t h a t  funds were a v a i l a b l e  f o r  s i n g l e  purpose
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g ra n t s  in Montana. F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  was a requ i rem ent  t h a t  th e  community 
must have the  c a p a c i ty  to  under take  the  program and perform in  a 
s a t i s f a c t o r y  manner.
PREAPPLICATION REVIEW
P r e a p p l i c a t i o n s  were r e q u i r e d  to  be re c e iv e d  o r  postmarked by the  
dead l ine  shown in Table 1. The Denver r eg iona l  o f f i c e  then had two
months to  complete the  review p ro cess .
Primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  reviewing a p p l i c a t i o n s  was t h a t  o f  the  
Community Planning and Development R ep re se n ta t iv e  a s s ig n e d  to  a 
s p e c i f i e d  geographic  a r e a .  There was a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  f o r  the  n o r the rn  
p a r t  o f  Montana and one f o r  the  sou thern  p a r t .  A p p l i c a t io n s  were 
reviewed by the  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  and o t h e r  s t a f f  in Denver w i th  t e c h n ic a l  
e x p e r t i s e  in a reas  such as f a i r  hous ing ,  equal o p p o r t u n i t y ,  f i n a n c e ,  
economics,  and p lann ing .  Reviewers could seek c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  by r e q u e s t in g  a d d i t i o n a l  w r i t t e n  in fo rm a t io n  from the  
a p p l i c a n t  o r  v i s i t i n g  the  community.
The f i r s t  s t ep  in the  review process  was to  de te rmine  t h a t  the  
a p p l i c a t i o n  was complete and e l i g i b l e  to  be r a t e d .  Reviewers judged 
conformance to  each i tem inc luded  in  the  APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 
sec t io n  of  t h i s  c h a p te r .  They r e l i e d  both on s t a t u t o r y  requ i rem en ts  and 
guidance found in the  program r e g u l a t i o n s .  In the  case  o f  de te rm in ing  
whether proposed a c t i v i t i e s  were e l i g i b l e ,  f o r  example,  the  r e g u l a t i o n s  
provided much g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  and guidance than th e  general  l i s t  inc luded  
in the  1974 Act.  The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  then prepared  a summary and a 
recommendation o f  p o in t s  to  be awarded to  each s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i o n .
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Upon r e c e i p t  o f  the  f u l l  a p p l i c a t i o n s  by t h e  d e a d l i n e ,  the  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  and t e c h n i c a l  and l ega l  s t a f f  in Denver reviewed each 
a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  compliance wi th program r e qu i r e me n t s .  One r e s u l t  o f  
t h i s  review was t h a t  HUD o f t e n t i m e s  funded a p p l i c a t i o n s  a t  a h i g he r  o r  
lower l eve l  than the  amount r e qu e s t e d .  Another  r e s u l t  occu r red  very 
i n f r e q u e n t l y  but  was o f  g r e a t e r  consequence .  The d e c i s i o n  t o  no t  fund 
an a p p l i c a t i o n  was made when a community was unable  t o  complete  a l l  
necessa ry  ar rangements .  One example o f  t h i s  was when t he  t o t a l  funding 
f o r  the  p r o j e c t  depended upon approval  o f  a s p ec i a l  improvement d i s t r i c t  
t h a t  did not  pa s s .  Although no changes in rank ing  were made,  the  
community which was ranked j u s t  below the  c u t o f f  l i n e  f o r  funding was 
then i n v i t e d  to submit  a f u l l  a p p l i c a t i o n .
A f t e r  HUD determined t h a t  a l l  r equ i r ement s  had been met ,  c o n t r a c t s  
were executed and l e t t e r s  o f  c r e d i t  and s chedu les  f o r  comple t ion  o f  
a c t i v i t i e s  were e s t a b l i s h e d .  App l i can t s  were i n s t r u c t e d  on a l l  a s p e c t s  
o f  g r a n t  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  f o r  which they  were now r e s p o n s i b l e .  This 
marked the  complet ion o f  the  s e l e c t i o n  and award p r oc e s s .
GRANT AWARDS
HUD granted over  $23 m i l l i o n  to  46 Montana "small  c i t i e s "  dur ing  
the  seven-year  pe r iod  from 1975, t he  f i r s t  y e a r  o f  CDBG program awards ,  
through 1981, the  f i n a l  year  o f  d i r e c t  HUD a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  This  f i g u r e  
i nc luded both comprehensive and s i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s .  In accordance  
wi th the  focus  of  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  however,  t he  f o l l owi ng  in fo r ma t ion  
concerns  s i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s  awarded.  I t  a p p l i e s  t o  the  f o u r - y e a r  
per iod of  1977 through 1981 because more d e t a i l e d  da ta  a re  a v a i l a b l e ,  
and in 1977 t h e r e  were changes in t ypes  o f  g r a n t s  o f f e r e d .
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Nearly $7.2 m i l l io n  was granted to  23 "small c i t i e s "  in  Montana fo r  
s ing le  purpose grants from 1975 through 1981. This represents 30 
percent o f  the to ta l  amount o f  money requested, $24.7 m i l l io n .  Data in 
Table 3 document the re la t iv e  success o f  housing, economic co n d it ion s , 
and pub lic  f a c i l i t i e s  a p p l ica t io n s . The tab le  shows, f o r  example, tha t 
housing pro jec ts  accounted fo r  only 33 percent o f  the demand fo r  
funding, ye t received 57 percent o f  the to ta l  amount awarded.
TABLE 3
FUNDING OF SINGLE PURPOSE APPLICATIONS 
IN MONTANA "SMALL CITIES": FY 1978-1981
Type o f 
Applica tion
Funding
Requested
Percent o f  
Total $ 
Requested
Funding
Awarded
Percent o f  
Total $ 
Awarded
Housing $8,125,000 33% $4,069,500 57%
Economic
Development 890,000 4 370,000 5
Pub!ic 
F a c i l i t ie s 15,708,200 63 2,749,500 38
Total $24,723,200 100% $7,189,000a 100%
aThe $7,189,000 awarded represented 30 percent o f  the to ta l  amount 
o f  funding requested, $24,723,200.
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The in fo rm a t io n  contained in  Table 3 w i l l  be re fe r re d  to  again in  
Chapter IV , where the fede ra l and s ta te  programs w i l l  be compared. I t  
w i l l  f a c i l i t a t e  de te rm ina tion  o f  whether the change in  a d m in is tra t io n  
has made a d if fe re n c e  in  terms o f  the d e c is io na l processes and s e le c t io n  
c r i t e r i a  regarding who rece ives b e n e f i t  from the CDBG program.
*U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, The Small C i t ie s  
Program: Handbook 6504.2 (Rev. 1 ) , December 19B0, p. 1-157
3The amount o f  funding requested and the amount awarded is  shown in  
Table 3.
3The s ta te  c learinghouse f o r  a l l  fede ra l g rants  was loca ted  in  the 
Governor's O ff ice  o f  Budget and Program P lanning. I t s  fu n c t io n  was to  
assure th a t  appropria te  s ta te  and loca l agencies were made aware o f  and 
given an o p p o r tu n ity  to  rev iew and comment on a l l  a p p l ic a t io n s  f o r  
federa l fund ing.
^Small C it ie s  Program R egulations, 24 C.F.R. ^ 570.538 (1980).
5U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, The Small C it ie s  
Program: Handbook 6504.2 (R ev-1 ), December 1980, p. 3-5.
24
CHAPTER III 
MONTANA'S CDBG PROGRAM 
Montana assumed the responsibility to administer the Small Cities 
program for fiscal years 1982 and 1983. In future years, Montana can 
exercise its option to continue to administer the program by annually 
notifying the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The 
Montana CDBG program serves communities with populations under 50,000 
and is administered by the Montana Department of Commerce in Helena.
The Small Cities program as applied to Montana was previously 
administered directly by the federal government through the HUD regional
office in Denver.
The goal of the Montana program is, "to develop viable rommunities 
by providing decent housing, healthful and safe living environments, and 
economic opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate 
income."1 The objectives of the program are to:
1. create increased economic opportunities for low and moderate 
income persons;
2. preserve and upgrade housing stock for low and moderate income 
persons; and
23. support improvements to public facilities.-
"Low and moderate income families" are defined as, "those families whose 
incomes do not exceed 80 percent of the median income of the families
3residing in non-metropolitan areas."
DEVELOPMENT OF PROGRAM
Block Grant Briefings
In September, 1981, Montana residents were aiven their first 
opportunity to comment as to whether the state should assume the
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r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a dm i n i s t e r i n g  the  Small C i t i e s  program. Comments 
made by the  pub l i c  a t  t en  meet ings  were g e n e r a l l y  s u p po r t i v e  o f  s t a t e  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  Many o f  the  i n d i v i d u a l s  who p a r t i c i p a t e d  a t  t he se  
meet ings  were f a m i l i a r  wi th the  f e de ra l  program a dmi n i s t e r ed  by HUD.
Most of  them r ep re se n t ed  local  aovernments and were e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s  
such as mayors and county commiss ioners ,  and s t a f f  members from 
community development  and planning o f f i c e s .  Other  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i nc luded  
c o n s u l t a n t s  who were f a m i l i a r  wi th HUD's program,  advoca tes  f o r  s e n i o r  
c i t i z e n s  and low income people ,  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  and i n t e r e s t e d  
c i t i z e n s .  A common p e rcep t i on  was t h a t  the  s t a t e  would have a b e t t e r  
unders t anding  o f  l oca l  needs ,  be more a c c e s s i b l e ,  and be e a s i e r  to deal  
wi th than HUD had been.  The Montana League o f  C i t i e s  and Towns (LCT) 
and the  Montana Assoc i a t i on  o f  Count ies  (MACO) both endorsed the  concept  
o f  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .
Many o f  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  o f f e r e d  s p e c i f i c  sugges t i ons  f o r  des ign o f  
a new s t a t e  program. Ideas were c o n t r i b u t e d  by r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  
communit ies o f  severa l  types  i nc l ud i ng  those  t h a t  had p r e v i o u s ly  
r ece i ved  a g r an t  from HUD, those  t h a t  had u n s u c c e s s f u l l y  competed f o r  a 
g r a n t ,  and those  t h a t  had no p r i o r  involvement  but  now showed an 
i n t e r e s t  in t he  program. They expressed  the  d e s i r e  f o r  a s i m p l i f i e d ,  
more f l e x i b l e  program and f o r  more a s s i s t a n c e  in p r e pa r i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n s  
and managing g r a n t s  than HUD had been ab l e  t o  o f f e r .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  a l so  
c a l l e d  f o r  a reduced emphasis on housing and f o r  more f a vo r ab l e  
t r e a t men t  o f  the  very small communit ies .  F i n a l l y ,  s eve ra l  comments o f  a 
c r i t i c a l  na ture  were voiced .  Communities did not  want the  s t a t e  to 
assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  as o f  f i s c a l  ye a r  1982 i f  i t  would r e s u l t  in any
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delay in  awarding funds. Also, the f iv e  communities which were to 
receive one or two more years o f  funding under HUD m u lt i-ye a r 
comprehensive grants were concerned about whether o r not the s ta te  would 
honor HUD's p r io r  commitments.
Task Force A c t iv i t ie s
Because the overa ll pub lic  response had been p o s i t iv e ,  Governor 
Schwinden sought and received au tho r iza t ion  from the s ta te  le g is la tu re  
in  November, 1981, fo r  DOC to administer the program. Advantages o f  the 
program included the power to re d ire c t  funds toward p r io r i t i e s  voiced by 
Montana c it iz e n s  ra the r than the federal government and an opportun ity  
to provide f in a n c ia l assistance a t a time o f  c r i t i c a l  need. This could 
be done w ith money given to the s ta te  by the federal government w ith  
r e la t iv e ly  few requirements applying to tra n sm it t in g  the money to the 
state and invo lv ing  a very minor s ta te  co n tr ib u t io n  toward program 
adm in is tra t ion . The program was also a t t ra c t iv e  in th a t  the amount o f  
funding fo r  adm in is tra t ive  purposes was generous.
Authorization by the le g is la tu re  was followed by the December,
1981, appointment o f  a CDBG task force by DOC D irec to r Gary Buchanan.
The task force was charged w ith advising DOC on design o f  the new state 
program. The 14-member group was a mix o f  experienced community 
development p ro fess iona ls , people who had been unsuccessful in seeking 
CDBG funding, and local government s ta f f  and elected o f f i c i a l s .  There 
was representation from eastern and western Montana and from large and 
small communities. MACO and LCT were represented, and a former 
Department o f  Community A f fa i rs  s ta f f  member w ith CDBG program
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experience was appointed. Two members o f the task force had been 
recommended to DOC by Human Resource Development Councils. The other 
members were recommended by MACO, LCT, the Montana Association o f 
Planners, and the Montana chapter o f  the National Association o f  Housing 
and R eh ab il i ta t ion  O f f ic ia ls .  Names and occupations o f  the task force 
members are included in Appendix A.
The f i r s t  meeting o f  the task force was held in  Helena in  ea r ly  
January, 1932, upon request o f  DOC. HUD sponsored a design and 
implementation forum to o r ie n t  the task force and DOC s t a f f  to issues 
and options in designing a state CDBG program. The format and agenda 
were predetermined by HUD and a consulting f i rm  w ith  which HUD had 
contracted to conduct forums in states considering adm inistering the 
Small C it ie s  CDBG program. The forums were designed to be adapted to 
the p a r t ic u la r  needs and circumstances o f  each s ta te . A workshop and 
discussion format was w e ll-s u ite d  to  Montana because the group was 
knowledgeable about the program and was r e la t iv e ly  small in s ize . The 
consulting f i rm  was assisted by HUD personnel from Washington, D.C., and 
Denver. Representatives o f  several states which were fa r th e r  along than 
Montana in es tab lish ing  th e i r  new programs were in attendance. They 
shared th e i r  experiences and provided assistance to the task force and 
DOC s ta f f .
The second meeting o f  the task force was held la te r  in January. As 
was c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f  these meetings, the scheduling, frequency, and 
agendas were in i t ia t e d  by DOC. S im i la r ly ,  DOC genera lly  guided the 
discussion, set the tone, and influenced d ire c t io n  o f  the task force 
meetings. S ta f f  prepared information upon i t s  own i n i t i a t i v e ,  as well
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as in response to direction from the task force. The task force and DOC 
were equally influential in conducting meetings and ultimately in 
preparing the new program for the state.
During the second meeting in January, the task force reviewed the 
public comments made during the ten meetings held in September. There 
was some discussion of how other states were designing their programs, 
and one of the HUD representatives for Montana assisted by responding to 
questions about the federal program. Goals and objectives were 
established, and preliminary work on selection criteria and procedures 
for the program was accomplished. The task force regarded the federal 
program as overall having been effective and wel1-designed, and 
therefore used it as a model. Many of its elements were retained or 
were only slightly changed, such as goals, the competitive nature, the 
single purpose and comprehensive structure, and the three divisions of 
housing, economic development and public facilities. Although the 
federal government's formal citizen participation plan was eliminated, 
its requirement of two public hearings and emphasis on citizen 
involvement, especially by low and moderate income persons and groups 
such as Human Resource Development Councils, was retained by the state.
Members of the task force shared many of the same concerns that 
were expressed by the public at the ten statewide meetings. A major 
concern resulted from HUD's emphasis on housing. Year after year, in 
good faith communities had submitted public facilities applications to 
solve what they considered to be their greatest community development 
needs. Extreme frustration resulted each year because so few public 
facilities projects were approved relative to housing projects receiving
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g ra n t  awards.  This in f lu en c ed  seve ra l  s u b s t a n t i a l  changes to  the  
f e d e ra l  program, such as s u b s t i t u t i n g  an assessment  n f  o v e r a l l  community 
needs f o r  the  housing a s s i s t a n c e  plan r e q u i r e d  by HUD, e s t a b l i s h i n g  
d i f f e r e n t  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  and i n s t i t u t i n g  a o n e - s t e p  a p p l i c a t i o n  
p r o c e s s .
The t a s k  fo rce  met again  on February 24-25, 1982, to  review a d r a f t  
program d e s c r i p t i o n  which had been prepared  by DOC s t a f f .  HUD re q u i r e d  
the  s t a t e  to  p repare  a program d e s c r i p t i o n  to  ex p la in  the  f e a t u r e s  o f  
the  new s t a t e  program and serve  as a g u i d e l i n e  f o r  communities to  fo l low  
dur ing  p r e p a ra t io n  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  The d r a f t  embodied th e  ideas  
expressed  by the  t a s k  fo rce  members du r ing  the  two January  m ee t ings .
This meeting was very  impor tan t  because th e  t a s k  fo r c e  f u r t h e r  r e f i n e d  
the  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  to  be used by DOC when reviewing and ranking  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  and awarding g r a n t s .  Fur thermore ,  they  reviewed a sco r in g  
system proposed by DOC s t a f f  and a c o n s u l t i n g  f i rm .  The sco r in g  system 
s p e c i f i e d  the  number o f  p o in t s  to  be av/arded to  a p p l i c a t i o n s  based upon 
a ranking  com m it tee 's  assessment  o f  how well they  responded to  each 
s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a .
Following the  February m eet ing ,  DOC s t a f f  prepared  a second d r a f t  
o f  the  program d e s c r i p t i o n  and d i s t r i b u t e d  i t  to  t a sk  fo r c e  members on 
March 8 ,  1982, f o r  t h e i r  review. A t h i r d  d r a f t  was prepared  by s t a f f  in 
mid-March to  i n c o rp o ra te  sugges t ions  the  t a sk  fo rce  had provided in 
w r i t i n g  o r  over the  phone. DOC and the  t a sk  fo r ce  had m utua l ly  agreed  
t h a t  i t  would be more e f f e c t i v e  and e x p e d i t io u s  to  accomplish the  work 
over the  te lephone  and by m a i l ,  r a t h e r  than hold ing  a n o th e r  meet ing .
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The t h i r d  d r a f t  and an announcement o f  s ix  r eg io n a l  meet ings  were 
s e n t  to  over 500 p e r s o n s ,  in c lu d in g  a l l  c h i e f  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s  f o r  
c o u n t i e s  and m u n i c i p a l i t i e s ,  c i t y  c l e r k s ,  p lann ing  d i r e c t o r s ,  and 
community development d i r e c t o r s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  m a t e r i a l s  were s e n t  to  
over  200 persons  who had reques ted  c o p i e s ,  in c lu d in g  advoca tes  f o r  low 
income i n d i v i d u a l s  and groups .  The s ix  meet ings  were conducted in  l a t e  
March and e a r l y  April  by DOC s t a f f  and t a sk  fo r c e  members who p re sen ted  
the  f e a t u r e s  o f  the  proposed s t a t e  program. Many o f  the  80 a t t e n d e e s  
asked s p e c i f i c  q u e s t io n s  about the  program and o f f e r e d  su g g es t io n s  
rega rd ing  the  d e s ig n .  Most o f  the  a t t e n d e e s  were mayors,  county  
commissioners ,  p l a n n e r s ,  community development o f f i c i a l s ,  and 
c o n s u l t a n t s  who would be involved in p re p a r in g  and su b m i t t in g  g ra n t  
p roposa ls  under the  new program. Several  o f  the  s t a t e ' s  Human Resource 
Development Council d i s t r i c t s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in th e s e  meet ings  and 
th roughout  the  development o f  the  s t a t e  program. Many o f  the  a t t e n d e e s  
had a l so  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  the  ten  meet ings  held dur ing  September,  1981.
Subsequent to  the  s ix  reg iona l  m ee t ings ,  DOC prepared  a fo u r th  
d r a f t .  To a l im i t e d  e x t e n t ,  the  new d r a f t  r e f l e c t e d  comments expressed  
a t  the  meet ings .  Most o f  the  r e v i s i o n s  were made to  c l a r i f y  what was 
in te n d e d ,  because most o f  the  d i s c u s s io n  a t  the  meet ings  was in regard  
to  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  f e a t u r e s  o f  the  s t a t e  program and how i t  d i f f e r e d  
from the  fe d e ra l  program.
The new d r a f t  d id  not  respond to  widespread o p p o s i t io n  which had 
been expressed  a t  the  meet ings in regard  to  one f e a t u r e  o f  the  new 
program. People o b je c ted  to  one a sp e c t  o f  the  r a t i n g  sys tem, the  "HELP" 
s c o r e ,  which i s  d i scussed  in d e t a i l  in the  MONTANA SELECTION SYSTEM
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se c t io n  o f  t h i s  c h a p te r .  A f te r  e x t e n s iv e  d e b a t e ,  th e  t a sk  fo r ce  
inc luded  i t  so as to  give some e x t r a  c r e d i t  to  communities which had 
r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  d i s t r e s s  as i n d i c a t e d  by problems with  hous ing ,  
employment, f i n a n c e ,  and income. The i n t e n t  was to  in c lu d e  a means 
whereby i f  two e q u a l ly  good a p p l i c a t i o n s  were s u b m i t t e d ,  the  community 
with  g r e a t e r  need would r e c e iv e  funding p r e f e r e n c e .  People g e n e r a l l y  
agreed with  the  i n t e n t ,  bu t f e l t  t h a t  the  "HELP" system should be 
e l im in a te d  because of  problems with  the  d a ta  used .  They r e i t e r a t e d  
weaknesses o f  which the  t a s k  fo r ce  was a l r e a d y  aware,  such as o ld  d a t a ,  
poor measures o f  c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s ,  and th e  f a c t  t h a t  much o f  th e  da ta  
were a v a i l a b l e  only  f o r  c o u n t i e s  and no d a ta  were a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
un incorpora ted  a r e a s .  Despite  the  o b j e c t i o n s ,  "HELP" was r e t a i n e d  as 
p a r t  o f  the  s t a t e ' s  program f o r  the  f i r s t  y e a r .  The t a s k  fo r c e  and 
s t a f f  decided to  a t t a c h  very few p o in t s  to  i t  and conceded t h a t  in 
subsequent y ea r s  i t  was l i k e l y  to  be r e v i s e d  o r  e l i m i n a t e d .
The ta sk  fo rce  reconvened in l a t e  A p r i l ,  1932, to  review the  f o u r t h
d r a f t .  DOC in c o rp o ra te d  comments made by the  t a s k  fo rce  members i n to  a 
f i f t h  and f i n a l  d r a f t .  Copies o f  the  d r a f t  and n o t i c e s  o f  two p ub l ic  
hear ings  and an extended comment pe r iod  were s e n t  to  the  same l i s t  o f  
over 500 people  who rece iv ed  program in fo rm at ion  p r i o r  to  the  s ix
reg iona l  meet ings .  To f u r t h e r  encourage p u b l ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the
review p ro c e ss ,  p ress  r e l e a s e s  were s e n t  to  a l l  o f  the  s t a t e ' s  news 
s e r v i c e s  and to  d a i l y  and weekly newspapers.  The two hea r ings  were 
conducted in  mid-May, and u n t i l  l a t e  May DOC accep ted  te lephoned  or  
w r i t t e n  comments. Both hear ings  were s p a r s e l y  a t t e n d ed  and very  few 
comments were submit ted .
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DOC made severa l  minor amendments and c o r r e c t i o n s  t o  t h e  program 
d e s c r i p t i o n  based on the  f i n a l  hear ings  and adopted the  f i n a l  document 
on June 1, 1932. The Montana Community Development Block Grant  Program 
D e s c r i p t i o n , an a p p l i c a t i o n  form,  an i n v i t a t i o n  t o  a t t e n d  the  
a p p l i c a t i o n  workshop,  and an o f f e r  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  in p repa r ing  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  were s en t  t o  over  500 loca l  o f f i c i a l s  and o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  
pe r s ons ,  i nc l ud i ng  low income and human s e r v i c e s  groups on the  l i s t .  
App l i ca t i on  Ass i s t ance
DOC conducted an a p p l i c a t i o n  workshop in Helena on June 30,  1982, 
t o  exp l a i n  the  program requi rement s  and o f f e r  s ugges t i ons  on p repa r i ng  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  t h a t  would thoroughly  address  r equ i rement s  and be more 
l i k e l y  to be funded.  The s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  p r o j e c t  
c a t e g o r i e s  o f  economic development ,  hous ing ,  and pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  were 
expla ined  in d e t a i l .  The program' s  emphasis on b e n e f i t t i n g  low and 
moderate income people was s t r e s s e d .  Like HUD, the  s t a t e  p laced the  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  invo lv ing  a l l  c i t i z e n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t hos e  o f  low and 
moderate incomes,  upon the  l oca l  governments.  As the  e l i g i b l e  
a p p l i c a n t s ,  t hey were r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  complying wi th  numerous 
r equ i r emen t s ,  i nc lud ing  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in t he  a p p l i c a t i o n  
process .
Addi t ional  a s s i s t a n c e  to communit ies in p r e pa r i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n s  was 
made p o s s i b l e  by a HUD g ran t  to DOC. I ns t ead  o f  working d i r e c t l y  wi th 
communit ies ,  DOC c on t r a c t e d  wi th the  Montana League o f  C i t i e s  and Towns 
(LCT) to  c o n t a c t  local  government o f f i c i a l s  and c oo r d i n a t e  the  p r ov i s ion  
o f  a s s i s t a n c e .  LCT o f f e re d  two types  o f  help t o  i n t e r e s t e d  communi t ies .  
One type o f  a s s i s t a n c e  r e l a t e d  to an assessment  o f  t h e i r  o ve r a l l  needs ,
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p r i o r i t i e s ,  and p o s s i b l e  s o l u t i o n s .  LCT t y p i c a l l y  he lped  the  
communities conduct  p u b l ic  meet ings  o r  su rv ey s .  As noted  e a r l i e r ,  the  
needs assessment  p rocess  rep laced  the  housing a s s i s t a n c e  plan  which HUD 
had r e q u i r e d .  The second type o f  a s s i s t a n c e  provided by LCT r e l a t e d  to 
the  ac tu a l  p r e p a r a t io n  o f  g ra n t  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  Many communities d id  not 
have an exper ienced  s t a f f  person who could  w r i t e  a g r a n t  a p p l i c a t i o n .  
Such communities f e l t  t h a t  they needed a s s i s t a n c e  from someone o u t s id e  
o f  t h e i r  a rea  who could  adv ise  them o r  be d i r e c t l y  involved  in  w r i t i n g  
the  a p p l i c a t i o n .  One f u n c t io n  o f  LCT was to  p rov ide  a l i s t  o f  persons  
who had expressed  i n t e r e s t  in a s s i s t i n g  communities .  LCT a l s o  processed  
re imbursement r e q u e s t s  from communities which pa id  f o r  he lp  in  p rep a r in g  
an a p p l i c a t i o n .
Fac tors  In f lu en c in g  Program Design
Task fo rce  members had the  s i n g l e  g r e a t e s t  i n f l u e n c e  on the  design 
o f  the  Montana CDBG program. There were seve ra l  reasons  f o r  t h i s .
F i r s t ,  t h e  t a sk  fo rce  was the  one group in the  s t a t e  c r e a t e d  f o r  the  
purpose n f  and fo rm al ly  charged with  a d v i s in g  DOC on s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  
p ro ced u res ,  and a l l  a sp e c t s  n f  program d e s ig n .  I t s  i n f l u e n c e  was 
s t r en g th en ed  because members had general  e x p e r t i s e  in  community 
development and exper ience  with  the  f e d e ra l  CDBG program. Fur thermore ,  
t a sk  fo r ce  members were more knowledgeable than DOC s t a f f  in  rega rd  to  
the  program. The t a sk  fo rce  was involved th roughou t  the  e n t i r e  process  
o f  developing  and adopting  the  new s t a t e  program. Although the  new 
program was t h e i r  p ro d u c t ,  s u b s t a n t i a l  i n c o r p o r a t io n  o f  comments from 
c i t i z e n s ,  HUD, and DOC was e v id e n t .  DOC did  no t  o v e r tu rn  any d e c i s io n s  
they  made rega rd ing  the  design  n f  the  new program. Subsequent s e c t i o n s
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o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  in D a r t i c u l a r ,  TYPES OF GRANTS, APPLICATION 
REQUIREMENTS, and MONTANA SELECTION SYSTEM, d e s c r i b e  in d e t a i l  t he  
program des igned by the  t a s k  f o r ce .
The f e de ra l  government had a s t r on g  i n f l u e nc e  on Montana ' s  program. 
A d i r e c t  i n f l u en c e  r e s u l t e d  from the  f e de ra l  l e g i s l a t i o n  a u t h o r i z i n g  
s t a t e  CDBG programs in " o n - e n t i t l e m e n t  a r ea s  beginning wi th t h e  f i s c a l  
y e a r  1982 funding c y c l e /  This l e g i s l a t i o n  mandated t h a t  s t a t e  programs 
r e t a i n  severa l  s i g n i f i c a n t  f e a t u r e s  o f  the  f e de ra l  program. For 
example,  b e n e f i t  must be d i r e c t e d  toward low and moderate income 
pe r s on s ,  communit ies must comply wi th f ede ra l  r e qu i r e me n t s ,  and funds 
were r e s t r i c t e d  to c e r t a i n  uses .
In a d d i t i o n  to the  mandate,  however,  t he  f e d e r a l  program had a more 
s u b t l e  i n f l u en c e .  The t a s k  f o r ce  had a high r ega rd  f o r  most a s p e c t s  o f  
the  f e de ra l  program, and t a s k  ^orce members decided to  modify the  f i s c a l  
yea r  1981 f ede ra l  program requi rement s  where a p p r o p r i a t e  r a t h e r  than 
r e j e c t  them o u t r i g h t .  The t a s k  f o r c e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  took advantage  o f  the  
f l e x i b i l i t y  pe rmi t t ed  in des ign i ng  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  and in 
e s t a b l i s h i n g  p o l i c i e s  and o p e ra t i ng  p rocedures .  I t  r e t a i n e d  many 
f e a t u r e s  but  e l i mi na t ed  the  housing a s s i s t a n c e  plan and i n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  
t h r e e  s ep a r a t e  systems f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  economic development ,  hous ing ,  and 
publ i c  f a c i l i t i e s  a p p l i c a t i o n s .
DOC s t a f f  made major c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  t he  program des i gn .  S t a f f  
wrote the  d r a f t s  and f i n a l  document ,  worked c l o s e l y  wi th HUD, r e sea rched  
i s s u e s ,  and r e so l ved  d e t a i l s  f o r  the  t a s k  f o r c e .  S t a f f  v/orked wi th the  
c o n s u l t a n t  in developing the  p o i n t  system which was adopted.  The s t a f f  
played an a c t i v e  r o l e  in a l l  o f  the  t a s k  f o r ce  s e s s i o n s ,  made
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su g g e s t io n s ,  and engaged in  a l l  d i s c u s s io n s  and d e b a t e s .  As noted 
e a r l i e r ,  however, DOC did  no t  e x e r c i s e  any type o f  veto  power over 
d e c i s io n s  made by the  t a sk  f o r c e .  The major  a re a s  f o r  which s t a f f  
e x e r c i s e d  g r e a t e r  involvement than the  t a s k  fo r ce  r e l a t e d  t o  the  
fo l low ing  subsequent s e c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r :  APPLICATION' REVIEW,
FINAL ARRANGEMENTS, and GRANT AWARDS.
F i n a l l y ,  the  p a r t i c i p a n t s  a t  the  ten  block g r a n t  b r i e f i n g s  and s ix  
r eg io n a l  meet ings made impor tan t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t.o the  des ign  of  the  
program. These persons c o n t r ib u t e d  ideas  th roughou t  the  e n t i r e  process  
a t  the  formal meet ings  as well as through informal  c o n t a c t  with  DOC 
s t a f f  and t a sk  fo r ce  members. The Montana CDBG program in c o rp o ra te d  
many o f  t h e i r  major co n ce rn s ,  such as a o n e - s t e p  a p p l i c a t i o n  p rocess  and 
a s t r u c t u r e  in tended  to  reduce emphasis on housing and l a r g e  
communities.  A l e s s  d ramat ic  but very  im por tan t  r e s u l t  o f  t h e i r  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was the  r e w r i t i n g  and c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  numerous s e c t i o n s  
th roughout  the  e n t i r e  program d e s c r i p t i o n .  I t  i s  no tew or thy ,  however, 
t h a t  t h e i r  r e q u e s t  f o r  e l im in a t io n  o f  the  "HELP" p o in t s  was r e j e c t e d  by 
DOC and the  t a sk  fo r c e .
TYPES OF GRANTS
The Montana CDBG program o f f e r s  two types  o f  g r a n t s :  s i n g l e
purpose and comprehensive.  S ingle  purpose g r a n t s  add ress  a community 
development need i n :
1. economic development;
2.  housing; or
3. pub l ic  f a c i l i t i e s .
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DOC wi l l  award a maximum o f  $400,000 f o r  s i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s  and 
r e q u i r e  t h a t  i t  be expended wi th in  18 months.  S ing l e  purpose proposa l s  
a r e  t he  only  type t h a t  compete f o r  funding under  Montana ' s  program f o r  
f i s c a l  y e a r  1982.
Beginning wi th the  f i s c a l  y e a r  1983 funding c y c l e ,  however,  t h e r e  
wi l l  be enough money a v a i l a b l e  to a l low a compet i t i on  f o r  comprehensive 
g r a n t  awards by DOC. Comprehensive g r a n t s  address  community development  
needs in a t  l e a s t  two o f  the  t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s  l i s t e d  above f o r  s i n g l e  
purpose g r a n t s .  Requests f o r  up t o  $750,000 wi l l  be g ran ted  to  programs 
to  be completed in 18 months o r  l e s s .  A maximum o f  $1,000,000 wi l l  be 
awarded f o r  p r o j e c t s  r e q u i r i n g  a two-year  commitment,  and up to 
$1,500,000 wi l l  be awarded f o r  t h r e e - y e a r  commitments.
For Montana' s  f i r s t  y e a r  o f  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  the  Small 
C i t i e s  program, f i s c a l  ye a r  1982,  the  f e de ra l  government through HUD i s  
making a v a i l a b l e  to the  s t a t e  through DOC a t o t a l  o f  $6 m i l l i o n .  In 
accep t ing  the  money, however,  the  s t a t e  had to agree  t o  award p a r t  of  
t he  $6 m i l l i o n  to f i v e  Montana communit ies to which HUD had p re v i o u s ly  
awarded mul t ip i  e - yea r  comprehensive g r a n t s .
The e f f e c t  o f  honoring m u l t i - y e a r  funding commitments p r e v i ou s ly  
made by HUD i s  t h a t  $2.5 m i l l i o n ,  o r  42 pe rcen t  o f  t he  $6 m i l l i o n ,  wi l l  
a u t o m a t i c a l l y  be spen t  in f i s c a l  y ea r  1982 f o r  t h a t  purpose .  This 
l eaves  a t o t a l  o f  $3.5 m i l l i o n ,  o r  58 pe rc en t  o f  the  a v a i l a b l e  funding ,  
f o r  the  s t a t e  to award to new s i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s .
For f i s c a l  y e a r  1983, DOC expec t s  t h a t  the  f ede ra l  government wi l l  
pass  through HUD to the  s t a t e  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than the  $6 m i l l i o n  
a l l o c a t e d  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1982. For f i s c a l  y e a r  1983 and subsequent
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y e a r s  o f  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  the  program, th e  t a s k  fo r c e  and DOC 
agreed  t h a t  a h igher  p ro p o r t io n  o f  the  a v a i l a b l e  funding should be 
awarded f o r  s i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s .  In for thcoming y e a r s ,  the  i n t e n t  i s  
t h a t  65 p e rcen t  o f  a v a i l a b l e  funding be awarded t o  s i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s  
and t h a t  the  balance o f  35 p e rcen t  be awarded to  comprehensive g r a n t s .
E l i g i b l e  a p p l i c a n t s  inc lude  c o u n t i e s ,  in c o rp o ra te d  c i t i e s  and 
towns,  and c o n so l id a te d  c i t y - c o u n t y  governments.  A county  may submit an 
a p p l i c a t i o n  when the  proposed p r o j e c t  i s  l o c a t e d  in an u n inco rpo ra ted  
a r e a .  A p p l ica t io n s  j o i n t l y  submit ted  by two o r  more j u r i s d i c t i o n s  a re  
no t  p e rm i t t e d .  B i l l i n g s ,  Great  F a l l s ,  and Indian t r i b e s  a r e  not  
e l i g i b l e  to  apply  because they  r e c e iv e  funding from o t h e r  HUD programs.
APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
Grants w i l l  be awarded by DOC as a r e s u l t  o f  an annual co m pet i t ion  
between communities which submit a p p l i c a t i o n s .  The $3.5 m i l l i o n  
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  DOC to  d i s t r i b u t e  r e p r e s e n t s  only  26 p e r c e n t  o f  the  $13.3 
m i l l i o n  reques ted  by the  48 a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1982 funding .  
Because the  demand f o r  funding  f a r  exceeds the  amount a v a i l a b l e ,  the  
compet i t ion  f o r  funds i s  keen.
The com pet i t ion  f o r  funding under  the  Montana program invo lve s  a 
o n e -s tep  p rocess .  The a p p l i c a t i o n  requ i rem ents  d e sc r ib e d  th roughout  
t h i s  and the  fo l lowing  s e c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  c h a p te r  apply  to  the  1982 
program and a re  s u b j e c t  to  change nex t  y e a r .  The fo l low ing  in fo rm at ion  
rega rd ing  proposed p r o j e c t s  i s  r e q u i r e d  by the  s t a t e ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  form:
1. p r o j e c t  summary;
2.  amount o f  funding r e q u e s te d ;
38
3. whether  an economic development,  hous ing ,  o r  p u b l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  
p r o j e c t  i s  proposed;
4.  assessment  o f  o v e r a l l  community needs ;
5. d a te s  and l o c a t i o n  o f  two r e q u i r e d  p u b l ic  h e a r in g s ;
6.  s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t i e s  and c o s t s  t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e  th e  o v e r a l l  
p r o j e c t ;
7. maps o f  the  j u r i s d i c t i o n  and the  p r o j e c t  a r e a :
8.  s ta t em en t  o f  a s su ran ces  r e g a rd in g  compliance with  f e d e ra l  
r e q u i rem en ts ;  and
9. how well the  p r o j e c t  responds to  the  a p p l i c a b l e  s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  fo l low ing  s e c t i o n ,  MONTANA 
SELECTION SYSTEM.
N o t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  s t a t e  c l ea r in g h o u se  i s  no t  r e q u i r e d  under the  
Montana program. Local surveys  may be used in p lace  o f  census  d a ta  to  
de termine the  number of  low and moderate income p e r so n s .  Communities 
which rece iv ed  funding from HUD dur ing  any prev ious  y e a r  a r e  not 
e l i g i b l e  to  apply  f o r  funding by the  Montana program u n t i l  HUD reco rd s  
v e r i f y  t h a t  the  community has spen t  a t  l e a s t  75 p e rc en t  o f  the  t o t a l  
amount nf  money awarded to  them, o r  u n t i l  HUD reco rd s  show t h a t  the  
community has completed a l l  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s .  There i s  no requ irement  
rega rd ing  performance in meeting housing a s s i s t a n c e  goa ls  as t h a t  i s  not 
p a r t  o f  the  Montana program.
Special  requ irements  apply  to  the  t h r e e  p r o j e c t  c a t e g o r i e s .  
A pp l ican ts  f o r  housing p r o j e c t s  must adopt and en fo rce  housing 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  b u i l d i n g ,  and energy co n se rv a t io n  s t a n d a r d s .
Economic development a p p l i c a t i o n s  must:
1. inc lude  evidence o f  f i rm  commitment o f  p u b l ic  and p r i v a t e  
re so u rce s  t h a t  depend only  upon approval  o f  the  g ra n t  
a p p l i c a t i o n ;
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2. d e sc r ib e  and e s t a b l i s h  p r a c t i c e s  to  ensure  p r e f e r e n t i a l  h i r i n g  
o f  low and moderate income peop le ;
3. not be used f o r  o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  s t a r t - u p  c o s t s  f o r  a local  
development c o r p o r a t i o n ;  and
4. not  encourage r e l o c a t i o n  o f  a b u s in e s s  from one Montana 
community to  an o th e r .
Publ ic  f a c i l i t i e s  a p p l i c a t i o n s  must i n d i c a t e  whether  th e  p r o j e c t
wi 11:
1. b e n e f i t  low and moderate income f a m i l i e s ;
2.  a id  in the  p reven t ion  o f  slums o r  b l i g h t ;
3. respond to  c o n d i t io n s  posing a s e r i o u s  and immediate t h r e a t  to
h e a l t h  o r  w e l f a r e ;  o r
4 .  a combination o f  the  above.
A p p l ica t ions  submit ted  f o r  the  purpose  o f  responding  to  a t h r e a t  to  
h e a l th  o r  w e l fa re  must inc lude  v e r i f i c a t i o n  from a p u b l i c  agency 
rega rd ing  the  t h r e a t  and must prov ide  ev idence  t h a t  o t h e r  r e s o u rc e s  a re  
no t  a v a i l a b l e  to  so lve  the  problem. Examples o f  h e a l t h  t h r e a t s  inc lude  
contaminated d r ink ing  w a te r ,  improperly  t r e a t e d  sewage, and s o l i d  waste 
d isposa l  s i t e s  which do no t  meet s t a t e  s t an d a r d s .
MONTANA SELECTION SYSTEM 
Single  purpose a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  the  f i s c a l  y e a r  1982 funding cyc le  
compete a g a i n s t  a l l  o t h e r  a p p l i c a t i o n s  subm it ted .  The Montana program,
l i k e  HUD's, did  not  d iv id e  the  a v a i l a b l e  funding i n to  s e p a r a t e  "po ts"  o f
money. Several  o th e r  s t a t e s  decided to  "earmark" predetermined 
pe rcen tages  o f  funding f o r  economic development ,  hous ing ,  and p u b l ic  
f a c i l i t i e s  g r a n t s ,  r a t h e r  than have them a l l  compete a g a i n s t  one 
an o th e r .  S i m i l a r l y ,  some o t h e r  s t a t e s  "earmarked" pe rcen tages  o f
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funding f o r  " s m a l l , "  "medium," and " l a rg e"  communities as d e f in ed  by 
p o p u la t io n ,  o r  f o r  geographic  l o c a t i o n s  w i th in  s t a t e s .
A p p l ica t io n s  can r e c e iv e  a maximum o f  1,000 p o i n t s  earned  through 
two systems. There a re  900 p o in t s  in  th e  p r o j e c t  impact system and 100 
p o in t s  in  the  loca l  government s t a t u s  system.  The s e l e c t i o n  system as 
i t  a p p l i e s  to  comprehensive g r a n t  a p p l i c a t i o n s  w i l l  no t  be d i s c u s s e d .
As noted e a r l i e r  in t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  t h e r e  i s  no 1932 co m pet i t ion  f o r  
comprehensive g r a n t s ,  and the  s e l e c t i o n  system i s  s u b j e c t  to  change f o r  
1983.
Under the  p r o j e c t  impact system, t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  
subsystems used to  rank economic development,  hous ing ,  and p u b l ic  
f a c i l i t i e s  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  Each a p p l i c a t i o n  competes no t  on ly  a g a i n s t  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  w i th in  the  same c a t e g o r y ,  but u l t i m a t e l y  a g a i n s t  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  in the  o t h e r  two c a t e g o r i e s .  As shown in  Table 4 ,  t h e r e  
a r e  900 p o s s ib l e  p o in t s  f o r  each of  the  t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s .
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TABLE 4 
MONTANA SELECTION SYSTEM
R at ing  F a c t o r  P o i n t s
P r o j e c t  Impact System 900
Economic Development Subsystem
1. b e n e f i t  t o  low and modera te  income p e r s o n s  . . . 220
2.  l e v e r a g e ............................................................................................... 193
3.  com ple te ness  and a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  ...................................  180
4 .  d o l l a r s  p e r  j o b .................................................................................155
5.  p r o j e c t  i n c o m e .................................................................................152
S u b t o t a l ................................ 900
Housing Subsystem
1 . s u b s t a n d a rd  h o u s i n g .............................................................. 193
2. low and modera te  income househo lds  ........................ 190
3. b e n e f i t  t o  low and modera te  income p e r s o n s  . . 193
4. t a r g e t i n g  and im pac t  ......................................................... 153
5. ene rgy  c o n s e r v a t i o n .............................................................. 1/1
S u b to t a l  ........................ 900
P u b l i c  F a c i l i t i e s  Subsystem
1. s e v e r i t y  and immediacy o f  t h r e a t .....................................214
2.  b e n e f i t  t o  low and modera te  income p e r s o n s  . . . 201
3.  community e f f o r t s ........................................................................... 185
4 .  com ple te ness  and a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  ..................................  158
5 .  a b i l i t y  to  m a i n t a i n .......................................................................142
S u b t o t a l ................................ 900
Local Government S t a t u s  System ("HELP") 100
1. hous ing  inadequacy  .................................................................... 27
2.  employment c o n d i t i o n s .................................................................... 24
3.  l o c a l  e f f o r t s ........................................................................................23
4 .  p e r  c a p i t a  income.............................................................................. 26
S u b t o t a l ................................ 100
TOTAL
1,000
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A p p l ic a t io n s  which DOC de termines  meet com ple te ly  the  requ i rem en ts  
o f  a r a t i n g  f a c t o r  r e c e iv e  the  maximum number o f  p o in t s  as i n d i c a t e d  in 
Table 4 .  Fewer p o in t s  a re  awarded to  a p p l i c a t i o n s  which on ly  a d eq u a te ly  
achieve  the  r eq u i rem en ts .  Depending upon the  p o in t  va lue  f o r  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  c r i t e r i o n ,  a p p l i c a t i o n s  which f a i l  to  ach ieve  the  
re qu i rem en ts  f o r  a r a t i n g  f a c t o r  r e c e iv e  as few as  zero  p o i n t s .  The 
fo l low ing  d i s c u s s io n  o f  th e  r a t i n g  systems and s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  i s  
based on the  Montana Community Development Block Grant Program 
D esc r ip t ion  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1982.
Economic Development Subsystem
The s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  which the  g r e a t e s t  number o f  p o i n t s  a re  
awarded to  economic development p r o j e c t s  i s  " b e n e f i t  to  low and moderate 
income p e r s o n s . "  B en e f i t  i s  a s se s sed  by means o f  a pe rcen tage  o f  
permanent jobs  c r e a t e d  or  r e t a i n e d  f o r  low and moderate income persons  
r e l a t i v e  to  the  t o t a l  number o f  jobs  c r e a t e d  o r  r e t a i n e d  by the  p r o j e c t .  
A high percen tage  i n d i c a t e s  few management p o s i t i o n s  and a s u b s t a n t i a l  
b e n e f i t  to  low and moderate income pe rsons .
"Leverage" i s  expressed  as a pe rcen tage  o f  t o t a l  non-CDBG d o l l a r s  
from p ub l ic  and p r i v a t e  sources  r e l a t i v e  to  the  t o t a l  CDBG d o l l a r s  
r e q u e s te d .  A p r o j e c t  can accomplish more by combining CDBG money with  
p r i v a t e  r e so u rce s  such as a pool o f  funding a v a i l a b l e  a t  a low i n t e r e s t  
r a t e  from a lend ing  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  or  a s s e t s  such as a b u i ld in g  o r  
machinery t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e  p a r t  o f  a r e q u e s t  to  c r e a t e  o r  expand a 
bu s in e s s .  Other p u b l ic  re so u rce s  could inc lude  l a n d ,  l a b o r ,  o r  funding 
to  be c o n t r ib u te d  by a n o th e r  s t a t e  o r  f e d e ra l  program.
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The "completeness and a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  the  s o l u t i o n "  f a c t o r  i s  a
composite o f  four  e lem ents :
1. adequacy o f  the  s t r a t e g y  f o r  meet ing economic development 
needs ;
2. whether the  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  the  
s t r a t e g y ;
3 whether the  p r o j e c t  can be com ple te ly  accomplished with  the  
a d d i t i o n  o f  CDBG funds to  e x i s t i n g  p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  
r e s o u r c e s ;  and
4. whether the  job  c r e a t i o n  o r  sav ings  w i l l  occur  w i th in  a 
r easonab le  pe r iod  o f  t im e .
"D ol la rs  per  job"  i s  a r a t i o  o f  the  t o t a l  CDBG d o l l a r s  reques ted  
r e l a t i v e  to  the  number o f  jo b s  c r e a t e d  o r  r e t a i n e d .  A low r a t i o  
i n d i c a t e s  a b i l i t y  to  use CDBG to  c r e a t e  a l a r g e  number o f  jo b s .
" P ro j e c t  income" i s  the  amount o f  money t h a t  a p r o j e c t  w i l l  
g ene ra te  over t ime as a pe rcen tage  o f  the  CDBG d o l l a r s  r e q u e s t e d .  A 
p r o j e c t  which g en e ra te s  income through repayment o f  l o a n s ,  f o r  example,  
can use t h a t  income f o r  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  e l i g i b l e  under the  CDBG program 
such as making a d d i t i o n a l  loans  o r  improving the  wa ter  o r  sewer system. 
Where income i s  g e n e r a te d ,  CDBG can accomplish more over  t ime in  a 
community than where the  money i s  u t i l i z e d  as a one- t ime g r a n t .
Housing Subsystem
"Substandard housing" i s  the  pe rcen tage  o f  housing u n i t s  t h a t  do 
not  meet the  requ irem ents  o f  the  Uniform Housing Code r e l a t i v e  to  the  
t o t a l  number of  housing u n i t s .  "Low and moderate income households"  i s  
the  pe rcen tage  o f  low and moderate income households  in the  p r o j e c t  a rea  
r e l a t i v e  to  the  t o t a l  number. "Benef i t  to  low and moderate income 
persons"  i s  the  pe rcen tage  o f  low and moderate income persons  the
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p r o j e c t  wi l l  se rve  r e l a t i v e  t o  t he  number o f  persons  a s s i s t e d  by the  
p r o j e c t .
"Target ing and impact" i s  a composi te  f a c t o r  which c on s i de r s  
adequacy o f  the  proposed s t r a t e g y  to  meet housing needs and whether  t he  
CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  the  s t r a t e g y .  I t  a l s o  e v a l u a t e s  
t he  e x t e n t  t o  which the  proposal  d i r e c t s  housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
a c t i v i t i e s  to a s p e c i f i e d  a rea  o f  a community o r  whether  i t  a l lows 
e f f o r t s  t o  be d i s p e r s ed  throughout  t he  e n t i r e  community.  "Energy 
c onse r va t i on"  e v a l u a t e s  the  commitment to reduce home energy c o s t s  by 
adopt ing and en f o r c i ng  s t anda rds  and fo l l owi ng  a co nse rv a t i o n  p l an .
Publ i c  F a c i l i t i e s  Subsystem
" Se ve r i t y  and immediacy o f  t h r e a t "  i s  an e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the  
c ond i t i on  c f  pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s .  A s e r i o u s ,  e x i s t i n g  t h r e a t  t o  pub l i c  
h e a l t h  and we l f a r e  m e r i t s  a h ighe r  r a t i n g  than a p o t e n t i a l  problem or
one t h a t  i s  l e s s  harmful .
"Bene f i t  t o  low and moderate income persons"  i s  t he  pe rcen t age  o f  
low and moderate income persons  the  p r o j e c t  wi l l  se rve  r e l a t i v e  t o  the  
t o t a l  number t h a t  wi l l  b e n e f i t .  Ben e f i t  can sometimes be i n c re as e d  by 
l o c a t i n g  a p r o j e c t  in a s p e c i f i c  a r ea  o f  a community,  as opposed to 
having a l l  r e s i d e n t s  b e n e f i t .  Or,  CDBG funding can be used to  pay a l l  
o r  p a r t  of  a spec i a l  improvement d i s t r i c t  assessment  a g a i n s t  p r op e r t y  
owned or  r en t ed  by low and moderate income pe r sons .
"Community e f f o r t s "  i s  a composi te f a c t o r  which a s s e s s e s  c a p a c i t y  
o f  t he  a p p l i c a n t  to respond to  t he  problem. I t  e v a l u a t e s  a t t empt s  to 
o b t a i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  or  a d d i t i o n a l  fund ing ,  f i n a n c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  such as
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maximum m il l  l e v i e s  and bonding c a p a c i t i e s ,  c a p i t a l  improvements 
programming and p r e v e n t iv e  main tenance ,  and e x i s t i n g  o r  proposed u t i l i t y
r a t e s  where a p p l i c a b l e .
"Completeness and a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  th e  s o l u t i o n "  c o n s id e r s  
rea sonab leness  o f  the  proposed s o l u t i o n  and how long- te rm  i t  i s .
" A b i l i t y  to  m a in ta in"  a s s e s s e s  t e c h n ic a l  and f i n a n c i a l  c a p a b i l i t y  to  
provide long- te rm maintenance n f  the  improvements to  f a c i l i t i e s .
Local Government S ta tu s  System
The " loca l  government s t a t u s  sys tem ,"  a l s o  known as  "HELP," i s  a 
composite measure o f  r e l a t i v e  d i s t r e s s  and f i n a n c i a l  c a p a b i l i t y .  Four 
c r i t e r i a  comprise t h i s  system.  Although 100 p o in t s  i s  th e  maximum 
p o s s i b l e ,  88 i s  the  h ig h e s t  number a ss igned  to  any county  o r  
in c o rp o ra te d  c i t y  o r  town f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1982. Unlike the  p r o j e c t  
impact system which r e l i e s  on da ta  gen e ra ted  and subm it ted  by 
a p p l i c a n t s ,  HELP sco res  a re  ass igned  based on d a ta  g e n e r a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  
f o r  loca l  governments.  Unincorpora ted a r e a s  a r e  given th e  score  
ass igned  to  the  county  a t  l a rg e  because d a ta  s p e c i f i c  to  u n inco rpo ra ted  
a reas  a re  not  a v a i l a b l e .
"Housing inadequacy" measures the  pe rcen tage  o f  houses w i thou t  
plumbing and with  crowded c o n d i t i o n s . '  "Employment c o n d i t i o n s "  i s  a 
composite o f  two e q u a l ly  weighted measures ,  employment growth and 
employment d a t a .  "Local e f f o r t s "  to  address  needs a r e  measured by level  
o f  expend i tu re  r e l a t i v e  to  t a x ab le  v a lu e .  "Per c a p i t a  income" i s  the  
f i n a l  component o f  the  HELP s c o r e .  Local governments with  th e  worst  
hous ing ,  most severe  employment growth o r  unemployment, g r e a t e s t  e f f o r t s
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t o  s o lv e  problems u s in g  l o c a l  r e s o u r c e s ,  and lo w e s t  incomes r e c e i v e  h igh
A p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  f i s c a l  y e a r  1982 Montana CDBG program a r e  
r e q u i r e d  to  be r e c e i v e d  o r  pos tm arked  by Sep tember  1 ,  1982.  DOC made a 
commitment t o  a p p l i c a n t s  t o  com ple te  t h e  r e v ie w  p r o c e s s  and announce t h e  
awards w i t h i n  t h r e e  months o f  t h e  s u b m i t t a l  d e a d l i n e .  As n o te d  in  Tab le  
5 ,  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  s c h e d u le  w i l l  be a l t e r e d  c o n s i d e r a b l y  n e x t  y e a r .  The 
r e v ie w  p r o c e s s  may a l s o  be conduc ted  d i f f e r e n t l y .
NOTE: The s c h e d u le  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1983 w i l l  v a r y  c o n s i d e r a b l y
from th e  above s c h e d u le .
a Dates a r e  e s t i m a t e d .
Pr imary  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  r e v ie w in g  a p p l i c a t i o n s  i s  t h a t  o f  t h e  
CDBG program s t a f f  in  DOC, Economic and Community Development D i v i s i o n .  
The CDBG s t a f f  e v a l u a t e s  a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  c o m p l e t e n e s s ,  e l i g i b i l i t y  to  
compete ,  and conformance  w i th  r e q u i r e m e n t s  d e s c r i b e d  in  t h e  APPLICATION 
REQUIREMENTS s e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r .  For t h e  f i s c a l  y e a r  1982 program,
HELP s c o r e s .
APPLICATION REVIEW
TABLE 5
MONTANA APPLICATION SCHEDULE FOR FY 1982
Step  in  P rocess Schedu le
1. A p p l i c a t i o n  Workshop . . . .
2 .  P r e p a r a t i o n  n f  A p p l i c a t i o n s .
June 30 ,  1982 
2 months
3 .  D ead l ine  f o r  S ubm it ta l
4 .  DOC Review ........................
September  1, 1982 
3 months
November 30 ,  1982a 
qn da vs
5. A p p l i c a t i o n  Award Announcement .
6 .  F i n a l i z e  A rrangements .
7.  A p p l i c a t i o n  Workshops. J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y  1983 
March,  1983a8.  Sign  C o n t r a c t s  ......................................
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applications are not rejected due to noncompliance with technicalities 
that can be satisfied before funds are distributed.
Applications are reviewed concurrently by appropriate experts 
outside of DOC. The Montana Department of Health and Environmental 
Sciences conducts a technical review of public facilities applications. 
Some of the water system proposals are reviewed by the Montana 
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation. DOC has a contract 
with a former local community development director to perform technical 
review of the housing applications.
The Director of DOC appoints a five-member ranking committee to 
review applications, assign points according to the ranking systems, and 
recommend projects to be funded. Committee members are employees of the 
Economic and Community Development Division and other divisions within 
DOC. Committee members have knowledge and experience in housing, public 
administration, economic or community development, or in grant or 
program management. Members do not have specific expertise in the CDBG 
program.
Each application receives an initial detailed review by a team of 
one CDBG staff person and one ranking committee member. The team 
prepares a summary of each proposal and how well it fulfills the 
requirements of the five ranking criteria appropriate to that type of 
application. The team incorporates comments made by technical reviewers 
or other agencies contacted for information. Among the other agencies 
which furnish information are the Farmers Home Administration, Public 
Service Commission, Montana Department of Administration, and the 
Montana Department of Revenue.
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The ranking  committee and s t a f f  meet  over  a pe r iod  o f  s eve r a l  weeks 
to  rank the  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  At t he  f i r s t  s e s s i o n  i t  i s  n ece s sa r y  t o  
ev a l ua t e  t he  informat ion  f u r n i she d  by a p p l i c a n t s  r e ga r d i n g  a l l  f i v e  
ranking c r i t e r i a  f o r  a l l  t h r e e  types  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  I t  i s  then 
p o s s i b l e  f o r  the  commit tee t o  d e f i n e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  what c o n s t i t u t e s  
"h igh , "  "medium," and "low" f o r  each c r i t e r i o n .
The summaries o f  each a p p l i c a t i o n  and i t s  response  t o  the  s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a  a re  p resen ted  and d i s c u s s e d .  "High," "medium," o r  "low" i s  
a ss igned  to each o f  the  c r i t e r i a .  A numerical  s co r e  r e s u l t s  when 
" h i gh , "  "medium," o r  "low" f o r  each s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i o n  i s  t r a n s l a t e d  
i n t o  a po in t  va lue .  Point  va lues  were determined by the  t a s k  f o r ce  and 
inc luded  in the  program d e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  t he  in fo r mat ion  o f  a p p l i c a n t s  
and use by the  ranking commit tee.  Table IV, Montana S e l e c t i o n  System, 
shows the  "high" p o i n t  va lues  t h a t  t he  ranking  commit tee a s s i g n s  to 
a p p l i c a t i o n s  judged to m e r i t  "high" on a s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i o n .  The 
a p p r op r i a t e  p o i n t  va lues  a re  app l i ed  to each s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i o n  and 
t o t a l l e d ,  r e s u l t i n g  in the  program impact  s co r e .  The HELP s cor e  i s  
added to  the  program impact  score  to ob t a i n  a t e n t a t i v e  p o i n t  t o t a l .
App l i ca t ions  a re  ranked accord ing  to  the  t e n t a t i v e  p o i n t  t o t a l s .
The number o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s  to be funded depends on the  amount o f  funding 
a v a i l a b l e .  In a d d i t i o n  to the  t op- r anked  a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  which t h e r e  
i s  enough money to  fund,  severa l  a p p l i c a t i o n s  having t h e  nex t  h ig h es t  
po i n t  t o t a l s  a re  i d e n t i f i e d .  S t a f f  r e s e a r c h es  unanswered q u e s t i o n s  and 
c l a r i f i e s  any confus ing informat ion  r ega r d i ng  the  a p p l i c a t i o n s .
A f i n a l  s e s s i on  i s  conducted by the  ranking  commit tee f o r  the  
purpose o f  eva l ua t i ng  any new informat ion  and r e a s s i g n i n g  p o i n t s  i f
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ne ce s sa ry .  The committee must a l s o  de te rmine  whether  any s co r i ng  b i a se s  
r e s u l t  from one type o f  a p p l i c a t i o n  s co r i ng  c o n s i s t e n t l y  h ighe r  o r  lower 
than the  o t h e r  two t y p es .  The committee may d i s c o v e r ,  f o r  example,  t h a t  
i t  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  easy f o r  housing a p p l i c a t i o n s  t o  r e ce i v e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  
h igher  p r o j e c t  impact  s co r es  as a group because " e a r l y  every  a p p l i c a t i o n  
r e c e i v e s  the  "high" number n f  p o i n t s  f o r  one o r  more o f  the  f i v e  
s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a .  Economic development  a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  by c o n t r a s t ,  may 
r e c e i ve  c o n s i s t e n t l y  lower p r o j e c t  impact  s c o r e s ,  caus ing  the  group to 
be l e s s  comp et i t i ve .  Perhaps one o r  more c r i t e r i a  a re  s t r u c t u r e d  so 
t h a t  no a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  ab le  to achieve  a "high" number o f  p o i n t s .  I f  
the  ranking commit tee d i s c o v e r s  any such d i s c r e p a n c i e s  which appear  to 
be caused by d i f f e r e n c e s  in the  t h r e e  s e t s  o f  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  i t  may 
need to  i n t e r vene  and r e so lv e  t he  problem. One p o s s i b l e  s o l u t i o n  would 
be to r e a s s i g n  scores  f o r  a l l  o f  the  economic development  a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  
f o r  example,  so as to make the  p o i n t  t o t a l s  more comparable t o  scores  
f o r  the  o t h e r  two types  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  housing and pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s .  
This would involve  r e d e f i n i n g  "high" f o r  one o r  more o f  the  s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a  so t h a t  i t  would be e a s i e r  f o r  more economic development  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  to score  h ighe r  and compete b e t t e r  wi th  the  o t h e r  two types  
o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  Another conc lus ion  might  be t h a t  t he  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  
s e l e c t i o n  systems a re  not  ab l e  to compete e q u a l l y  w e l l ,  as i n t ended when 
the  system was des igned .  The committee could recommend awarding g r a n t s  
to t o p - s co r i ng  a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f  a l l  t h r e e  t y p e s ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  
d i s c r e pa n c i e s  in p o i n t  t o t a l s .  F i n a l l y ,  the  committee could decide  to  
t ake  no i n te r ve n in g  a c t i o n  i f  s cor ing  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  appear  to be a 
r e s u l t  o f  the  q u a l i t y  o f  the  i nd iv idua l  a p p l i c a t i o n s .
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The f i n a l  a c t i v i t y  o f  the  rank ing  committee i s  f i n a l i z i n g  s c o r e s ,  
documenting reasons  f o r  ranking  d e c i s i o n s ,  and p rep a r in g  a 
recommendation as to  which a p p l i c a t i o n s  to  fund. By November 30,  1982, 
the  Department d i r e c t o r  w i l l  announce the  g ra n t  awards and n o t i f y  each 
a p p l i c a n t  o f  the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  funding  c o m p e t i t io n .
FINAL ARRANGEMENTS
Communities r e c e iv in g  g ra n t  awards have 90 days in  which to  
f i n a l i z e  a l l  necessa ry  a r rangem ents ,  such as o t h e r  funding s o u rc e s .  DOC 
s t a f f  works with g ra n t  r e c i p i e n t s  to  de termine  rea so n a b le  c o s t s  f o r  each 
i tem in the  budget ,  ensure  t h a t  a l l  d e t a i l s  a r e  comple ted ,  and n e g o t i a t e  
and s ign  c o n t r a c t s .  Schedules f o r  completion o f  p r o j e c t s  and p ro g re s s  
r e q u i r e d  to  r e c e iv e  payment from DOC are  s t i p u l a t e d .  For case s  where 
the  community does no t  meet the  90-day schedule  o r  program re q u i r e m e n ts ,  
the  funding  i s  o f f e r e d  to  the  community which i s  nex t  on the  l i s t  o f  
communities to  be funded.
Grant r e c i p i e n t s  a re  r e q u i r e d  to  a t t e n d  a p p l i c a t i o n  workshops as 
noted in  Table 5. A pp l ican ts  a re  i n s t r u c t e d  on a l l  a s p e c t s  o f  g ra n t  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  Federal and s t a t e  requ irem ents  which must be complied 
with  a re  i d e n t i f i e d  and compliance a s s i s t a n c e  i s  p rovided .
GRANT AWARDS
DOC w i l l  announce the  g ra n t  awards f o r  the  f i s c a l  y e a r  1982 Montana 
CDBG program before  the  end o f  November, 1982. Table 6 summarizes the  
funding r e q u e s t s  by type o f  a p p l i c a t i o n .  Appendix B c o n ta in s  the  ac tu a l  
funding outcomes.
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TABLE 6
APPLICATIONS FOR THE MONTANA CDBG PROGRAM: FY 1982
Type of 
Application
Number of 
Applications
Funding
Requested
Percent of 
Total $ 
Requested
Funding
Available
Economic
Development 5 $ 1,418,771 11 _ _
Housing 7 2,800,000 21 - -
Public 
Facilities 36 9,064,207 68 _ _
Total 48 $13,282,978 100% $3,470,000®
NOTE: The table represents single purpose applications. It does
not include previous multi-year commitments made by HUD, which Montana 
will honor through funding set aside for that purpose.
aThe $3,470,000 in available funding represents 26 percent of the 
total amount of funding requested, $13,282,978.
^Montana Community Development Block Grant Program Description; 
Montana Department of Commerce; Helena, Montana; June 2, 1982; p. 5.
2Ibid., pp. 5-6.
3 Ibid., p. 5.
4Community Development Block Grants: State's Program, 24 C.F.R.
Part 570 (1982).
5The Bureau of the Census considers a housing unit to be "crowded" 
when it is occupied by more than 1.0 persons per room, excluding 
bathrooms, hallways, and unfinished areas.
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CHAPTER IV 
COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS 
As was s t a t e d  in Chapter I ,  the  purpose  o f  t h i s  p r o f e s s i o n a l  paper 
i s  to  de te rmine  whether a change from fe d e ra l  to  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
has made a d i f f e r e n c e  in  terms o f  the  d e c i s io n a l  p rocess  and c r i t e r i a  
r eg a rd in g  who r e c e iv e s  b e n e f i t s  from the  CDBG program. The f e d e r a l  and 
s t a t e  programs were d e sc r ib e d  in  Chapters  I I  and I I I  to  s e rv e  as a b a s i s  
f o r  comparing and ana lyz ing  the  two programs.
Chapter IV w i l l  compare the  f e d e ra l  and s t a t e  programs and review 
the  im p l i c a t i o n s  o f  the  t h e o r i e s  o f  f e d e r a l i s m  reg a rd in g  leve l  o f  
program a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  Then t h i s  c h a p te r  w i l l  ana lyze  ways in  which a 
change in a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  has made e i t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  o r  no 
d i f f e r e n c e s  in the  d e c i s io n a l  process  and c r i t e r i a  r e g a rd in g  who 
r e c e i v e s  b e n e f i t s  from the  program. F i n a l l y ,  i t  w i l l  focus on both the  
d i f f e r e n c e s  in b e n e f i t s  and the  f a c t o r s  which caused the  d i f f e r e n c e s .
COMPARISON OF THE CDBG PROGRAMS 
The fe d e ra l  program to  be compared i s  th e  Small C i t i e s  CDBG program 
as i t  was adm in is te red  by the  HUD reg io n a l  o f f i c e  in Denver through 
f i s c a l  y e a r  1981. The s t a t e  program to  be compared i s  the  
DOC-administered Montana CDBG program as e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  
1982 and env is ioned  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1983.
There a r e  severa l  ways in which the  f e d e ra l  and s t a t e  programs a re  
s i m i l a r .  They have the  i d e n t i c a l  goa ls  o f  ad d re ss in g  community 
development problems and b e n e f i t t i n g  low and moderate income pe rsons .
The d e f i n i t i o n s  as to  who a re  low o r  moderate income persons  a re  the
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same. Likewise,  t h e r e  a re  no s u b s t a n t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in t he  s p e c i f i c  
program o b j e c t i v e s  o f  p re se r v i n g  and upgrading hous ing ,  enhancing 
economic o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  and s a f egua rd ing  p u b l i c  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  by 
improving pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s .  The p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  in t h e  t h r e e  a r e as  
a re  a l s o  n e a r l y  i d e n t i c a l .  Both programs serve  communit ies wi th l e s s  
than 50,000 pe r sons .  Grants  a re  awarded as a r e s u l t  o f  an annual 
compet i t ion  between communit ies which submit  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  The 
compet i t ion  f o r  funding i s  e qu a l l y  keen because t h e r e  i s  on ly  enough 
money a v a i l a b l e  to fund fewer than one out  o f  every t h r e e  a p p l i c a t i o n s  
submi t t ed .  Communities compete f o r  funds in the  same t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s :  
economic development ,  hous ing,  and pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s .  Ne i t he r  program 
s t i p u l a t e s  t h a t  the  money be d i v ided  p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  between types  of  
g r a n t s  o r  communit ies o f  d i f f e r e n t  s i z e .  Communities compete f o r  an 
i d e n t i c a l  amount o f  g r a n t  money under both programs,  $400,000,  which 
must be spen t  wi th in  e igh t een  months.
The f ede ra l  and s t a t e  programs a re  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by severa l  
s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s .  Foremost among the  d i f f e r e n c e s  i s  the  s t a t e  
program' s  use o f  d i f f e r e n t  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  a s s e s s i n g  the  t h r e e  
types  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  The f ede ra l  program,  by c o n t r a s t ,  ev a l u a t e d  a l l  
types  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s  a g a i n s t  t he  same s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a .  Another 
impor tant  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  t he  s t a t e  program r e q u i r e s  the  p r e p a r a t i o n  
o f  a community "eeds assessment  r a t h e r  than the  f e d e r a l l y - r e q u i r e d  
housing a s s i s t a n c e  p lan .  F i n a l l y ,  DOC makes more a gg r e s s i ve  e f f o r t s  
than Hid HUD to n o t i f y  local  governments and o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  persons  
and a roups ,  i nc l ud i ng  some advoca tes  f o r  low income peop l e ,  o f  the
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a p p l i c a t i o n  p r oc e s s ,  s chedu l e ,  workshop,  and a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  a s s i s t a n c e
in p repar ing  an a p p l i c a t i o n .
There a re  severa l  ways in which t h e  f e de ra l  and s t a t e  nrograms are  
only  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  Both programs r e q u i r e  s i m i l a r  c a t e g o r i e s  of  
general  in format ion  to  be submi t t ed  in a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  and both have a 
c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  r equ i r ement .  The s t a t e ' s  o n e - s t e p  a p p l i c a t i o n  
process  and the  f e de ra l  government ' s  two- s t ep  process  a re  not  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  excep t  f o r  t he  housing a s s i s t a n c e  plan 
requi rement  a l r e ad y  no t ed .  The manner in which f e de ra l  and s t a t e  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  *re r eviewed,  however,  v a r i e s  s l i g h t l y .  F i n a l l y ,  many o f  
t he  i nd i v i dua l  c r i t e r i a  used by the  f e de ra l  and s t a t e  programs d i f f e r ,  
but  both programs c on s i de r  i t  i mpor t an t  t o  e v a l u a t e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
d e s c r i b i ng  d i s t r e s s  o f  t he  community and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  d e s c r i b i n g  the  
m e r i t s  o f  the  p r o p o s a l .
IMPLICATIONS OF FEDERALISM
Chapter  I i nc luded a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t he  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  f e de r a l i s m  
regard ing  whether  the  s h i f t  in r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  from t h e  f e de ra l  t o  t he  
s t a t e  government makes a d i f f e r e n c e  in who r e c e i v e s  b e n e f i t s  of  
government programs.  Of p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  were two i s s u e s  in regard  
t o  l eve l  o f  government:
1. t he  degree the  most needy people and a r ea s  a re  a s s i s t e d ;  and
2.  the  degree o f  r e spons i veness  t o  c i t i z e n s  and s e n s i t i v i t y  to 
l oca l  c i r cums t ances .
Although t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on f e de r a l i s m  r a i s e d  the  ques t i on  as to 
who wi l l  b e n e f i t  as a r e s u l t  o f  t he  s h i f t  in r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  i t  d id  not  
r e s o l ve  the  q u e s t i on .  I n s t e a d ,  c o n f l i c t i n g  conc l us i ons  were reached.
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There were s t r ong  arguments which suppor ted  and countered  t he  a s s e r t i o n  
t h a t  s t a t e s  wi l l  perform as well  a s ,  i f  not  b e t t e r  t h a n ,  the  f e de ra l  
government in regard  to t he  two i s s u e s  i d e n t i f i e d  in t he  p receding  
paragraph.
Another viewpoint  r ega rd ing  the  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  f e de r a l i s m  i s  t h a t  
s t a t e s  vary g r e a t l y  in t h e i r  c a p a c i t y  to c a r r y  out  s e r v i c e s  and 
f u n c t i on s  now performed by the  f ede ra l  government .  Suppor t  f o r  t h i s  
p o s i t i o n  i s  found in a d r a f t  s tudy by the  Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmenta l  Re l a t i ons  (ACIR) which e v a l u a t e s  t he  c u r r e n t  c on d i t i on  
o f  a l l  s t a t e  governments and concludes  t h a t  s t a t e s  r e c e n t l y  underwent  an 
e x t ens ive  wave o f  reform r e s u l t i n g  in many p o s i t i v e  c h a n g e s . * ACIR 
r a t e d  the  s t a t e s '  c a p a b i l i t i e s  us ing seven p e r t i n e n t  f a c t o r s ,  and 
Montana was r a t e d  as one o f  t he  r e l a t i v e l y  more capable  s t a t e s .  One can 
a rgue ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  some s t a t e s ,  i nc lud i ng  Montana,  wi l l  perform well  
and o t h e r s  wi l l  n o t ,  r a t h e r  than argue in general  terms t h a t  a l l  s t a t e s  
wi l l  perform b e t t e r  o r  worse than the  f e d e r a l  government .
F i n a l l y ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  f e de r a l i s m  wi l l  have no i n f l u e nc e  on 
the  r e c e i p t  o f  b e n e f i t s .  A r e p o r t  by t he  Nat ional  C i t i z e n s '  Moni tor ing 
P r o j e c t  o f  t he  Housing Group f o r  Community Development Reform concluded 
t h a t  a l though the  CDBG l e g i s l a t i o n  seeks both t o  meet community 
development needs and to  b e n e f i t  low and moderate income peop l e ,  i t  
f a i l s  to achieve  e i t h e r  goal because " these  compet ing demands c o n s t i t u t e  
a f a t a l  l e g i s l a t i v e  f law which must be r e s o l v e d . " ^  The "f law" to which 
the  r e p o r t  a l l ud e s  was c a r r i e d  over  t o  the  s t a t e s '  programs by the 
enabl ing l e g i s l a t i o n .  The r e f o r e ,  f e d e r a l i sm  may have no bear ing  on the  
i s s u e .
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The fo l l owing s e c t i o n  c on t a i n s  an a n a l y s i s  o f  one s p e c i f i c  
m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  f e d e r a l i s m ,  t he  s h i f t  from f e de ra l  t o  s t a t e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a dm i n i s t e r in g  the  CDBG program. The a n a l y s i s  
concludes  by de te rmin ing  whether  the  change has made a d i f f e r e n c e  in 
terms o f  who r e c e iv e s  b e n e f i t s .
DIFFERENCES IN WHO RECEIVES BENEFITS
Several  assumpt ions  u n d e r l i e  t he  a n a l y s i s  o f  whether  a change from 
fe de ra l  t o  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  has made a d i f f e r e n c e  in t h e  d ec i s i on a l  
process  and c r i t e r i a  r ega r d i ng  who r e c e i v e s  b e n e f i t s  from the  CDBG 
program. Funding l e v e l s  and s t a t e  program requ i r emen t s  a r e  assumed to  
remain f a i r l y  c o n s t a n t  f o r  severa l  y e a r s .  "Who" r e c e i v e s  b e n e f i t s  
i nc l udes  a range o f  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th t ypes  and numbers o f  
pe r s ons ,  communi t ies ,  and p r o j e c t s .  The a n a l y s i s  i s  as concerned wi th 
reasons  as i t  i s  concerned wi th t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  o r  s i m i l a r i t i e s .  Some 
reasons  a re  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to program procedures  and s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a ,  f o r  example.  Other r easons  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  o r  s i m i l a r i t i e s  
a re  not  program r e l a t e d .  For example,  i n f l u e nc e  was e xe r t e d  by 
d i f f e r e n t  groups dur ing  des ign o f  the  program,  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  
a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  and s e l e c t i o n  o f  p roposa l s  to r e ce i v e  g r a n t  awards.
Type o f  P r o j ec t
I t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  more pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and economic development  
p r o j e c t s ,  and consequent ly  fewer housing p r o j e c t s ,  wi l l  be funded by the  
s t a t e  program than were funded by HUD. This s h i f t  i s  caused by both 
p rogr am- re l a t ed  and non-program r e l a t e d  rea sons .
The most i n f l u e n t i a l  reason i s  t h a t  t he  s t a t e  program inc ludes  
t h r ee  d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  of  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a ,  whereas t he  f ede ra l  program
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had on ly  one s e t  a g a i n s t  which d i f f e r e n t  types  o f  p r o j e c t s  were 
e v a lu a t e d .  The s t a t e  program i s  designed to  a s s u r e  t h a t  economic 
development ,  hous ing ,  and p u b l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  p ro p o sa l s  compete e q u a l ly  
well a g a i n s t  one a n o th e r  so t h a t  the  b e s t  ones a re  funded , r e g a r d l e s s  of  
what type they  a r e .  Fur thermore ,  the  s t a t e  program does no t  in c lu d e  a 
component of  the  f e d e ra l  program which r e q u i r e d  communities t o  p repa re  
housing a s s i s t a n c e  p lans  and meet housing goa ls  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  p r o j e c t  
type .  Whereas the  s t a t e  program i s  designed to  avoid  g iv ing  p re fe re n ce  
to  any o f  the  t h r e e  p r o j e c t  t y p e s ,  the  f e d e ra l  program con ta ined  
b u i l t - i n  b ia se s  which favored  housing p r o p o s a l s .  These changes in  the  
s t a t e  program were made in accordance  with  d e s i r e s  expressed  by 
c i t i z e n s ,  the  t a s k  f o r c e ,  and s t a t e  CDBG s t a f f .
Program design  e x e r t s  a powerful in f l u e n c e  on funding  d e c i s i o n s .  
Under HUD, a l though  63 p e rc en t  o f  the  amount r e q u e s te d  f o r  funding was 
f o r  p u b l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  p r o j e c t s ,  57 p e rcen t  o f  the  funding was awarded to  
housing p r o j e c t s .  For the  1982 s t a t e  program, communities expressed  an 
even g r e a t e r  i n t e r e s t  in pub l ic  f a c i l i t i e s .  S i x t y - e i g h t  p e rcen t  o f  the  
amount reques ted  f o r  funding was f o r  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  p r o j e c t s .  Unlike 
the  f e d e ra l  program, however, the  s t a t e  program was designed to  
e l im in a t e  the  former b ia s  toward housing. For th e s e  r e a s o n s ,  i t  i s  
l i k e l y  t h a t  funding awarded w i l l  be more p r o p o r t i o n a t e  to  the  amount of  
funding  reques ted  in each c a te g o ry .  T h e re fo re ,  p u b l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  
p r o j e c t s  a re  l i k e l y  to  r e c e iv e  the  m a jo r i t y  o f  funds from the  s t a t e .
Type o f  B en e f ic ia ry
The s t a t e  program i s  l i k e l y  to  b e n e f i t  a s m a l l e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  low 
and moderate income (LMI) persons  than d id  the  f e d e ra l  program. This
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change can be a t t r i b u t e d  to t he  i nc re as ed  funding o f  pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  
p r o p o s a l s .  Publ i c  f a c i l i t i e s  p roposa l s  u s u a l l y  b e n e f i t  a l l  r e s i d e n t s  o f  
t he  community r e g a r d l e s s  of  income l e v e l .  This  r e s u l t  i s  c o n t r a r y  to 
what occurs  when housing p r o j e c t s  a re  funded,  in which case  income 
g u i d e l i n e s  a re  enforced  to  a s s u r e  t h a t  only LMI persons  r e ce i ve  
a s s i s t a n c e .  The s t a t e  program s t i l l  meets the  i n t e n t  and requ i rement  of  
f ede ra l  law because publ i c  f a c i l i t i e s  p r o j e c t s  se rve  a l l  r e s i d e n t s ,  
i nc lud ing  LMI.
Number o f  People
A g r e a t e r  t o t a l  number o f  persons  i s  l i k e l y  to r e ce i v e  b e n e f i t s  
under the  s t a t e  program. As wi th t he  change in type o f  b e n e f i c i a r y ,  the  
i nc reased  emphasis on pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  i s  t he  reason  f o r  t h i s  change.
Housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  i s  expens ive :  i t  c o s t s  an average  of
$10,000 to r e h a b i l i t a t e  a home.3 At t h a t  r a t e ,  40 homes could be 
r e h a b i l i t a t e d  wi th a $400,000 g r a n t .  Be ne f i t s  would reach  120 persons  
i f  household s i z e  averages  t h r ee  peop le .  A much g r e a t e r  number o f  
persons  normal ly  b e n e f i t  from p ub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  p roposa l s  because the  
same amount o f  money pays f o r  improvements t h a t  se rve  hundreds or  
thousands  o f  people .  Also,  housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  i s  f r e q u e n t l y  
accomplished through g ra n t s  from the  CDBG program. Unless a loan system 
i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  or  local  f i n a n c i a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  a re  made, CDBG money i s  
soon d e p l e t e d .  Many pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  p r o p o s a l s ,  hov/ever,  i nvolve  local  
c o n t r i b u t i o n s  and funding sources  in a d d i t i o n  to t he  g r a n t .  This 
enables  CDBG money to be d i s t r i b u t e d  more wide ly  and a s s i s t  more people .
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Type nf  Community
A g r e a t e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  small communities i s  l i k e l y  to  be served by
the  s t a t e  program. Small in c o rp o ra te d  towns and small u n in co rp o ra ted
communities a re  l i k e l y  to  be more s u cces s fu l  because o f  a change in
s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  and p o l i c i e s .  For a l l  types  o f  p r o p o s a l s ,  th e  s t a t e
program r a t e s  the  pe rcen tage  o f  LMI b e n e f i t t i n g .  HUD c o n s id e red  the
number o f  LMI to  be as impor tan t  as th e  p e rcen tage  o f  LMI b e n e f i t t i n g ,
thus  g iv ing  an advantage to  l a rg e  p o p u la t i o n s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  s t a t e
w i l l  a l l o c a t e  35 p e rcen t  o f  i t s  CDBG funds to  comprehensive ,  m u l t i p l e
y e a r  g r a n t s .  This compares to  HUD's p o l i c y  o f  awarding 65 p e rc e n t  to
comprehensive g r a n t s .  With very  few e x c e p t i o n s ,  only  l a r g e  communities
ap p l ied  f o r  and were awarded comprehensive g r a n t s .  Small communities
a lmost e x c lu s iv e ly  competed f o r  s i n g l e  purpose  g r a n t s .
Number o f  Communities
The s t a t e  program i s  expec ted  to  s erve  a g r e a t e r  number of 
communities than HUD d id .  As with  many o f  the  o t h e r  changes ,  t h i s  can 
be a t t r i b u t e d  to  an i n c re a s e  in the  funding  o f  p u b l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  
p r o j e c t s .  Under both th e  s t a t e  and fe d e ra l  programs, the  average  amount 
o f  funding reques ted  f o r  pub l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  a p p l i c a t i o n s  has been sm a l le r  
than amounts reques ted  f o r  housing p r o j e c t s .  For the  1981 HUD program, 
the  average r e q u e s t  f o r  housing p roposa ls  was $369,545 as compared to 
$303,077 f o r  pub l ic  f a c i l i t i e s .  With the  s t a t e  program, the  average 
r e q u e s t  f o r  housing was $400,000, compared to  $251,783 f o r  p ub l ic  
f a c i l i t i e s .  Because pub l ic  f a c i l i t y  g ra n t s  a re  s m a l l e r  and the  s t a t e  
w i l l  fund p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  more p u b l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  p r o p o s a l s ,  a g r e a t e r  
t o t a l  number o f  communities w i l l  r e c e iv e  funding .
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Other Fac tors
Several  a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  may c o n t r i b u t e  to  d i f f e r e n t  funding 
r e s u l t s  under  the  s t a t e  program. Economic development i s  expec ted  to  
r e c e iv e  a h ighe r  p r i o r i t y  from the  s t a t e .  This w i l l  occur  because o f  
new s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  which a s s u re  t h a t  housing no longe r  dominates and 
because Governor Schwinden's a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  i s  s t r o n g l y  committed to  
promoting economic development.  Although d i r e c t  g u b e rn a to r i a l  
i n t e r v e n t i o n  in funding d e c i s io n s  i s  no t  l i k e l y  to  o c cu r ,  an i n d i r e c t  
in f lu e n c e  w i l l  be p r e s e n t .  Even i f  the  s t a t e  funds on ly  one economic 
development p r o j e c t  each y e a r ,  i t  w i l l  be p la c in g  a g r e a t e r  emphasis on 
t h a t  type  o f  p r o j e c t  than  HUD d id .  Compared to  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and 
hous ing ,  however, economic development i s  l i k e l y  to  remain r e l a t i v e l y
i n s i g n i f i c a n t .
A ss is tance  provided by the  Montana League o f  C i t i e s  and Towns i s  
expected to  be a s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r  in he lp ing  small communities compete 
b e t t e r  and r e c e iv e  g r a n t  awards.  One reason  f o r  t h i s  judgment i s  t h a t  
communities prepared  t h e i r  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s  a t  t h e  same time th e y  were 
engaged in the  annual budgeting  p r o c e s s ,  which r e q u i r e s  th e  undiv ided 
a t t e n t i o n  o f  the  l i m i t e d  s t a f f  t y p i c a l l y  employed by a small community. 
Also,  the  s t a t e  program was new and involved  s i g n i f i c a n t  changes ,  and 
communities had no p r i o r  exper ience  with  p re p a r in g  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  The 
League, however, was f a m i l i a r  with  th e  s t a t e  program.
SIMILARITIES IN WHO RECEIVES BENEFITS 
The change from fe d e ra l  to  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  th e  CDBG program 
has made no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  terms o f  some a s p e c t s  o f  the  
d e c i s io n a l  process  and c r i t e r i a  rega rd ing  who r e c e i v e s  b e n e f i t s .  The
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s i m i l a r i t i e s  a r e  a r e s u l t  o f  two f a c t o r s :  the  f o r c e f u l  i n f l u e n c e  o f  the
fe d e r a l  government and the  s t a t e ' s  cho ice  t o  r e t a i n  some f e a t u r e s  o f  the
HUD program.
Goals ,  A c t i v i t i e s ,  and P r o j e c t s
F l e x i b i l i t y  given by the  f e d e ra l  government to  the  s t a t e  in 
des ign ing  i t s  program was not  a b s o l u t e .  The program w i l l  con t in u e  to  
serve  low and moderate income p e r s o n s ,  and i t  w i l l  c o n s i s t  o f  the  same 
l e g i s l a t i v e l y  pe rm i t ted  a c t i v i t i e s  - -  t h a t  i s ,  the  same t h r e e  types  o f
p r o j e c t s .
Owners and Renters
Like HUD, the  s t a t e  d id  no t  in c o r p o r a t e  any f e a t u r e s  i n to  i t s  
program to  address  the  i s s u e  o f  whether LMI homeowners or  LMI r e n t e r s  
would be the  favored  b e n e f i c i a r i e s .  This i s su e  i s  o f  importance because 
so many low income people  a re  r e n t e r s ,  y e t  th e  CDBG program has not 
p laced  a high p r i o r i t y  on se rv ing  anyone o t h e r  than LMI homeowners.
The HUD program p r i m a r i l y  b e n e f i t t e d  owners as a r e s u l t  o f  
d i r e c t i n g  the  m a jo r i t y  o f  funding  to  r e h a b i l i t a t i n g  owner-occupied 
s i n g l e - f a m i l y  homes. Funded only  r a r e l y  were housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
programs which extended b e n e f i t s  to  r e n t e r s .  This was l a r g e l y  
a t t r i b u t a b l e  to  i n h e r e n t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  in de s ign ing  and a d m in i s t e r in g  
such a program.
The s t a t e  i s  more l i k e l y  to  serve  a g r e a t e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  r e n t e r s  
because t h e r e  w i l l  be more p u b l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  p r o j e c t s  funded which 
b e n e f i t  a l l  r e s i d e n t s  o f  communities.  The e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  w i l l  be 
g r e a t l y  o f f s e t ,  however,  because the  amount o f  b e n e f i t  per household i s  
minimal ,  ranging  from severa l  hundred d o l l a r s ,  t y p i c a l l y ,  to  severa l
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thousand dollars on rare occasions. Housing rehabilitation grants, by 
contrast, are typically $10,000 per household.
Geographic Dispersion
Neither the state nor the federal program included features to 
influence awarding funds on a geographic basis. Therefore, a similar 
pattern of distributing funds to communities throughout the state is 
expected to result. Western Montana is likely to continue to receive 
more grant awards than eastern Montana because that section submits a
greater number of applications.
OVERALL ASSESSMENT 
Overall, a change from federal to state administration has made a 
significant difference in the decisional process and criteria regarding 
who receives benefits from the CDBG program. Despite the many federal 
requirements that still prevail, the state took full advantage of the 
flexibility it was given to respond to concerns expressed by Montanans.
The new state program addresses those issues which were of greatest 
concern during development of the program. While virtually no one took 
exception to the mandate that the program benefit LMI and address 
community development problems, there was widespread dissatisfaction 
with HUD's pervasive emphasis on housing. By structuring the state 
program so that housing no longer prevailed, a significant difference 
between the federal and state programs resulted. That change was so 
substantial that it had a strong impact on many aspects of the program. 
In sum, a program has resulted that is more responsive to Montana yet 
acceptable to the federal government.
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The change from fe d e ra l  to  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  th e  CDBG program 
has made a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  the  d e c i s io n a l  p rocess  and c r i t e r i a  
r eg a rd in g  who r e c e iv e s  b e n e f i t s  from the  program. The most impor tan t  
d i f f e r e n c e  i s  the  s t a t e  program's  use o f  d i f f e r e n t  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  
f o r  a s s e s s in g  the  t h r e e  types  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n s :  economic development,
hous ing ,  and pub l ic  f a c i l i t i e s .  Another impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  
the  f e d e r a l l y - r e q u i r e d  housing a s s i s t a n c e  plan and r e l a t e d  requ i rem ents  
a re  no t  inc luded  in the  s t a t e  program. The s t a t e  u t i l i z e s  a o n e -s tep  
a p p l i c a t i o n  process  i n s t e a d  o f  a tw o-s tep  p r o c e s s ,  r e q u i r e s  submission 
o f  d i f f e r e n t  in fo r m a t io n ,  and has a d i f f e r e n t  p rocess  f o r  reviewing 
a p p l i c a t i o n s .  All o f  th e se  rhanges  were r eq u es ted  by concerned 
Montanans dur ing  the  program design p ro c e ss .
This paper  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  funding d e c i s i o n s  made by the  s t a t e  w i l l  
d i f f e r  from those  made by HUD as a r e s u l t  o f  changes in the  d e c i s io n a l  
process  and c r i t e r i a .  More p u b l ic  f a c i l i t i e s  and economic development 
p r o j e c t s ,  and consequen t ly  fewer housing p r o j e c t s ,  a r e  l i k e l y  to  be 
funded by the  s t a t e .  Because o f  t h i s  s h i f t ,  program b e n e f i t s  w i l l  
probably  reach a g r e a t e r  t o t a l  number o f  persons  o f  a l l  income l e v e l s .  
However, a sm a l le r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  r e c i p i e n t s  i s  expected to  be o f  a low 
and moderate income l e v e l .  F i n a l l y ,  a g r e a t e r  t o t a l  number o f  
communities and a l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  small communities a re  l i k e l y  to  
be served by the  s t a t e  program.
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Although the  s t a t e  i s  expected t o  make funding d e c i s i o n s  which a re  
d i f f e r e n t  from those  p re v i o u s ly  made by HUD, seve ra l  fundamental  a s p e c t s  
o f  the  CDBG program remain t he  same. The f e de r a l  government r e qu i r e d  
t h a t  s t a t e  CDBG programs con t inue  t o  se rve  low and moderate income 
persons  and solve  community development  problems a s s o c i a t e d  wi th the  
a r eas  o f  economic development ,  hous ing,  and p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s .  Level o f  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the  program makes no d i f f e r e n c e  in 
regard  to t he s e  impor tan t  f e a t u r e s .
This paper  e v a l u a t e s  the  d e c i s i o n a l  p rocess  and c r i t e r i a  f o r  the  
CDBG program, a t  both the  f ede ra l  and s t a t e  l eve l  o f  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  
w i t h i n  t he  co n t ex t  o f  f e d e r a l i s m .  The paper  demons t ra t es  t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  
program des ign i s  more r e s pons i ve  to  l oca l  conce rns ,  whi le  a s s u r i n g  t h a t  
t he  needy wi l l  con t inue  t o  be served .  These r e s u l t s  suppor t  t he  t heo r y  
o f  f e de ra l i sm  t h a t  s t a t e s  wi l l  perform as well  a s ,  i f  no t  b e t t e r  t ha n ,  
the  f e de ra l  government.
The f i n d i n g s  o f  t h i s  paper  have seve ra l  a d d i t i o n a l  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  
F i r s t ,  t he  informat ion  wi l l  be useful  t o  DOC f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  i t s  1982 
CDBG program, i d e n t i f y i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  modify t h e  d e c i s i o n a l  p rocess  
and c r i t e r i a ,  and des ign i ng  the  1983 program. For the  same r e a s o n s ,  the 
s tudy i s  p o t e n t i a l l y  v a l uab l e  t o  o t h e r  s t a t e s .  F i n a l l y ,  t h i s  paper  
should be useful  t o  HUD. I t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e s  program f e a t u r e s  
t h a t  the  s t a t e  has opted to  change,  r ea sons  f o r  the  changes ,  and 
d i f f e r e n c e s  in funding d e c i s io n s  which a re  l i k e l y  t o  occur  as a r e s u l t  
o f  program des ign changes.
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Several issues o f  in te re s t  are beyond the scope o f  th is  paper. For 
example, i t  does not pursue federalism to the extent o f  determinating 
whether the s ta te  would have reta ined the emphasis on serving low and 
moderate income persons i f  the federal government had made i t  optional 
ra the r than mandatory. This question could not be answered even i f  
funding decisions were known. I t  would require  an eva luation o f  a 
program fo r  which states were given to ta l  d isc re t io n  in program design.
This paper does not make pro jec tions regarding the magnitude o f 
an tic ipa ted  funding s h i f ts  among major program categories. An example 
o f  increased responsiveness would be i f  the s ta te  awards more funding 
than HUD to pub lic  f a c i l i t i e s  p ro jec ts  and small communities, as th is  
study pro jects  the state w i l l  do. The paper is  not intended to id e n t i f y  
the po in t at which the program should be c r i t i c iz e d  fo r  funding 
excessive numbers o f  pub lic  f a c i l i t i e s  p ro jec ts  o r small communities.
A f in a l  issue beyond the scope o f  th is  paper is  the importance o f  
grant adm in is tra t ion . Whereas the focus o f  the present study is  on 
program design features which in fluence decisions on awarding grants, 
fu tu re  studies could evaluate adm in is tra tion  o f  grants and actual 
d e live ry  o f  program bene fits . Several questions which could be 
addressed include the fo l lo w in g :
1. w i l l  the state perform as well as HUD in  assuring th a t low 
income people are served in p ro jec ts  funded; and
2. does the increased adm in is tra t ive  burden re s u lt in g  from having 
to comply w ith state as well as federal requirements deter 
communities from submitting app lica t ions  or hinder grantee 
compliance w ith requirements?
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In c o n c lu s io n ,  Montana's  CDBG program des ign  i s  a combina tion o f  
l o c a l l y - p r e f e r r e d  and f e d e r a l l y - r e q u i r e d  f e a t u r e s .  The n e t  r e s u l t  o f  
the  change from fe d e ra l  to  s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  i s  a d i f f e r e n c e  in the  
d e c i s io n a l  process  and c r i t e r i a  r eg a rd in g  who i s  served  by the  program. 
However, the  ac tu a l  d e l i v e r y  o f  program b e n e f i t s  i s  i n f lu en c ed  by 
f a c t o r s  in a d d i t i o n  to  program des ign  and the  d e c i s io n  p ro c e s s .  The 
a b i l i t y  o f  the  s t a t e  CDBG program to  serve  needy people  and respond to  
loca l  concerns  w i l l  be in f lu en ced  to  a g r e a t  e x t e n t  by f a c t o r s  r e l a t i n g  
to  g ra n t  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .
APPENDIX A
TASK FORCE FOR MONTANA'S CDBG PROGRAM
1. Mike B a r t o n ,  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  
M is sou la  Community Development O f f i c e
2 .  Marvel C a l e ,  C l e r k - T r e a s u r e r  
Town o f  Wibaux
3 .  Carol Daly ,  E x ec u t iv e  D i r e c t o r  
Montana P r i v a t e  I n d u s t r y  Council
4 .  T e r ry  Dimock, D i r e c t o r
She lby  Community Development Program
5. Ed G a l l a g h e r ,  D i r e c t o r
Kali s p e l l  Community Development Depar tment
6 .  Ruth Howard, D i r e c t o r
Hot S p r in g s  Community Development O f f i c e
7 .  John Hughes, D i r e c t o r
Fergus  County P lan n in g  Board and 
Lewistown C i ty -C o u n ty  P lan n in g  Board
8 .  Gene M a r c i l l e ,  D i r e c t o r
Poison  Community Development Agency
9. Marie McAlear,  Commissioner
Madison County Board o f  County Commissioners
10. Tom Moss, A s s i s t a n t  D i r e c t o r
B i l l i n g s  Community Development Depar tment
11. Don P e o p le s ,  C h ie f  Execu t ive  
B u t t e - S i l v e r  Bow and
P r e s i d e n t ,  Montana League o f  C i t i e s  and Towns
12. Mike Ross,  P lann ing  D i r e c t o r  
Park  County P lan n in g  Board and 
L i v in g s to n  C i ty -C oun ty  P lan n in g  Board
13.  Mike S te p h e n ,  E x ec u t iv e  D i r e c t o r  
Montana A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  C oun t ies
14.  Mike S t r o u f ,  D i r e c t o r  
M i les  C i ty  Housing A u t h o r i t y
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APPENDIX B
FUNDING OF SMALL PURPOSE APPLICATIONS 
FOR THE FY 1982 MONTANA CDBG PROGRAM
On November 24, 1982, DOC Director Gary Buchanan announced that the 
following 13 communities were selected from 48 applicants to receive 
grants under the first year of the Montana CDBG Program:
Type of 
Application Grantee
Funding
Awarded
Percent of 
Total $ 
Awarded
Economic
Development
Sweet Grass County $ 334,071 9%
Housing A1berton
Roundup
St. Ignatius
$ 400,000
400.000
400.000
Subtotal 3 $1,200,000 33%
Pub!ic 
Facilities
Big Horn County 
Culbertson 
Judith Basin County 
Madison County 
Moore
Powell County 
Sheridan County 
Troy 
Winnett
$ 245,236
400.000 
161,938
81,073
155,300
108,900
190,020
400.000 
359,270
Subtotal 9 $2,101,737 58%
Total 13 Grantees $3,635,808® 100%
aThe FY 1982 CDBG allocation for Montana is $3,470,000. The 
difference between the FY 1982 allocation and the $3,635,808 awarded 
will be obtained from Montana's FY 1983 allocation in order to fully 
fund the 13 selected projects.
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